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study vas conducted under the assumption that any nev plan should 
achieve egualization of access to educational opportunity and equity 
in taxation. The committee concluded that the following factors 
should be reflected in the revised plan: ad valorem taxes should^ 
continue to be a major source of revenue, ad valorem tax reform is 
necessary to assure equity, local enrichment above the statewide 
program should be limited, taxpayer burdens should be equalized, and 
school districts should have equal access to education program funds* 
The preferred new plan improves support levels for most school 
districts, allows soAe local flexibility in setting tax rates,, limits 
enrichment prerogatives, increases local control by allowing 
districts to determine staff composition, provides an limproveraent in 
the equity of taxation, uses ad valorem tax collections in the 
districts in which they are collected, and continues to distribute 
Available school Fund proceeds on a per capita basis # (AUthor/IRT) 
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Peat/Mahwick, MiTCHEi-L 8c Co. 

41300 ONE SHELL PLAZA. 
HOtTSTOK, TEXAS 77002 

March 20, 1973 



The Honorable Oscar H. Mauzy, Chairmto 
Joint Interim Committee to Study 

Public School Finance 
The Senate of the State of Texas 
State Capitol / 
Austin, Texas 78701 

Dear Senator Mauzy: 

We have completed our assignment to assist the Joint Interim Committee 
to Study Public School Finance (the Committee or the Senate Committee) in its 
deliberations concerning public school finadicing for the State of Texas. The 
attached report has been prepared to document the study program we conducted 
while providing staff services for the Committee. In this introductoty 
letter, we discuss details of the Committee's preferred alternative financing 
plan and indicate generally the nature of the material included in the body 
of the report. 
STUDY BACKGROUtiD 

In late .1^71, the U# S. District Court in San Antonio held that the 
current Tex^s school finance system viQlates the Fourteenth Amendment to 
the U. S. Constitution by discriminating against school districts with 
comparatively low property wealths This landmark decision, known as the 
Rodriguez case, required the defendants and the Texas Legislature to deter- 
mine a new method of financing public edui^ation. The court skid that the 
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selection of a new plan could be made from a wide variety of- plaps. Basi- 
cally, the court imposed two requirements on any new plan. <rhose require- 
aents are (1) that funds to support public schools, including, without limita- 
tion, funds derived from taxation of real property, must be reallocated and 
(2) that the quality of education may not bfe a function of wealth other than 
the wealth of the State as a whole. 

While the Rodriguez case is currently under appeal to the U. S. 
Supreme Court, there is substantial belief on the part of educators, legis- 
lators, taxpayers, and others throughout the State that the current school 
finance plan needs significant improvement regardless of the outcome of the 
Bodriguez litigation. 

Our entire study program was conducted under the assunqjtion that at 
least the following two objectives should be sought through any new finance 
plan to be adopted byj the Legislature: I . 

1. ' Equalization of access to educational o pportunity - each 

local school district should be able to provide an educa-^ 
tional ptogram of comparable quality to that of other 
districts throughout the State. 

2. E quity in taxation - the finanpe plan should derive 
revenues from tax practices which eliminate or mini- 
mize disparities between taxpayers in similar circum- 
stances i Equal tax effort should produce equal revenue. 

The matter of capital coats was not considered ifi our study program. 
Accordingly, this report relates only to financing the current operating 
•^sts of Texas public schools. . , . 

BASIC STUDY CONCLUSIONS 

As patt of its deliberations, the Committee accepted the conclusion 
that the following factors should be reflected in the revised Texas school 
finance plan: 
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Ad valorem taxes should continue to be a major source of 
public school revenues * Ad valorem taxes provided in i 
excess of $800 million for school* maintenance and debt 
service in 1970-^71. Estimates Increase this total to 
$1 billion by 1972-73. To replace ^d valorem taxes with 
another tax that would yield $1 billion appears politically 
unrealistic. Personal income taxes and corporate profits 
taxes could be used to replace yields lost through an 
abolition of ad valorem taxes«. While the Incidence of 
an income tax might fall more upon those who have higher 
incomes, th^ political atmosphere does not seem to support 
this tax shift, particularly at the rates required to 
generate $1 billion. 

Ad valorem tax reform is necessary to assure equity . 
Reform ineasur^s should be adopted to ensure that all 
classes of property and all classes of taxpayers are 
treated equitably* Assessment based on property market 
values is seen as one step in ensuring this equity. 
Once market values have been determined, they may be 
used as the basis for assigning local shares of the 
public school financing costs to individual school 
districts. 

Local enrichment (leeway) above the statewide program 
should be limited . District expenditures per average 
daily attendant (ADA) varied from almost $A,000*to 
approximately $400 in 1970-71* While significant dif- 
ferences in allowances made to districts may occur 
within the Foundation School Program ($1,200 to $350 
per ADA), most of the difference that creates the 10 
to 1 gap occurs when districts enrich their programs 
above state minimums. Sizeable disparities in expen- 
ditures between districts may be expected to continue 
if unlimited local enrichment prerogatives are allowed 
to remain. 

taxpayer burdens should be equalized . Because property 
wealth is unevenly distributed among the school districts 
in the State, tax yields do not correlate well with tax 
rates./ In some districts, low rates produce high yields 
while in others high rates produce low yields. State 
guarsuitees and Supports should be established to increase 
tax yields in those districts with low concentrations of 
property wealth. 

School districts should have equal access to educational 
program funds . In Rodriguez , the plaintiffs did not argue 
» for equalized expenditures per student. Implicit in their 
argument and the court* s decision, however, was a call for 
a rational basis for distributing the total of funds avail- 
able within the State for public school purposes. Accordingly, 
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a new finance plan should be constructed in a manner which 
provides to local school districts with low per pupil wealthy 
an equal opportunity (based on financial resources available) 
tb provide their pupils with educational programs available 
to a majority of the public school pupils throughout the 
State. 

COMMl'ETEE'S PREFERRED ^LAN 

the Cotanittee considered twelve revenue generating and fund distribution 
plans which address the problems set forth in the Rodriguez case. At the 
conclusion of its deliberations, the Committee expressed a preference for 
one of the revenue/distribution plans. The preferred plan, referred to as 
the "Improved Foundation School Program - Variable Personnel Component," has 
the following general characteristics: ' 

improves support levels for most school 
districts; 

. Allows some local flexibility In setting 
tax rates; 

. Limits enrichment prerogatives; 

. Increases local control by allowing districts 
to determine staff cotopositlon; 

. Provides an improvement In the equity of 
taxation; 

. Uses ad valorem tax collections in the 
districts in which they are collected; and 

. Continues to distribute Available School 
Fund proceeds on a per capita basis. 

A plan embodying these characteristics cannot be described as the 
tnost equitable solution to the school finance dilCntoa. However, such a 
plan should provide significant assistance to districts with below average 
property wealth while inflicting few, if any, restrictions ori those dis- 
tricts with extremely high concentrations of property wealth. 
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Revenue Generation 

As in the ci^rrent Foundation School Program, the Conmittee'a preferred 

plan would he finlwiced through a State/local school district part^iership . 
1 4 

State revenue* wdiild be obtained from existing tax sources or from increases 

f 

in existing taxes! Local revenues would continue to be derived from the 
colleetion of aif i[d. valorem tax. State support for education would con- 
tinue to be a hlgl| priority expenditure and be guaranteed through the 
•^autoiamtlc" fundlnjg provisions now in effect. Other specific provisions 
for g'^er^itittg revinue would be as follows: 

1. State and local sharing rates would be set at 60%"40% e . 
Under this theotetical split, the State would pdy for 
60% of the program entitlement allowed tod local dis- 
tricts would provide 40%. The assumed partnership in 
the current program is 80%-:i0%, but the substantial 
enrichment added by local districts has produced an 
effective ratio o£ 54%r46%. A 60-40 ratio would' 
increase the Staters share while keeping the funding 
requirements Of both partners within reason. 

2. Property market values would serve as the basis for 
taxation and the means for determining local fund 
assignments. If ad valorem taxes are to be con- i 

^ tinned as a inajor iource of funds for public schools, 
their collection should depend on a coimnon base. 
Market value or a competent estimate of market value 
appears to be the most appropriate common base. Once 
market values atfc established, they should also be 
used to assign local district shares of the overall 
program costs. 

3. Statewide maximum and minimum, tax rates would be 
established . The maximum tax levy to be Imposed by 
any district would b^ calculated as follows; 

40X of total entitlement allowed, 

to all school districts - Statewide maximum 

Total market value of all Texas tax rate 

property 

School districts could not levy a tax on market values 
exceeding the statewide mtxlmum tax tate, nor could they 
assess a tax of less than 75% of the statewldife maximum. 
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The floor and ceiling act to equalize tax rates through- 
out the Stati, guarantee a oinimum level of tax effort 
in all school districts, and allow some local discretion 
in detemdnlrig educational support levels. 

1 

4. The exact probortion of a district's finan cial support 
which comes fkom state funds would be determine d by the 
district's tak base . State funds would be delivered to 
districts in Accordance with the following formula; 

' ' ■ .! 

District support entitlement 
-District ccjmputed tax revenue (district's property 
market vi^lue x statewide maximum tax rate) 

-Available School Fund per capita distr ibution 

-State suppdrt to district (Foundation School Funds) 

5. The Available School Fund would be distr ibuted on the 
basis of average daily ttetiJbershIp . 'Available School 
Funds are curr^tly distributed to districts on the 
basis of their iaverage daily attendance. All districts 
share irt this distribution regardless of their ability 
to support themselves. The Committee's preferred plan 
provides that average daily membership be adopted as 
the basis for determining funding entitlement and for 

i distributing the Available School FUnds. All districts 
would continue to receive distributions from the Available. 
School Fund. 

6. Wo contributions to a statewide equaliza tion fund would 
be required . Local tax revenues would be used only in 
the districts where they are collected. Districts with 
a significant concentration of property wealth would not 
be required to contribute to a state equalization fund. 
However, limitations on tax rates would be imposed on 
high wealth districts. Such districts would be limited 
to a tax rate that when combined with Available School 
fund distributions would yield revenues equal to the 
greater of (a) the diattict's program entitlement plus 
allowable leeway, or (b) the 1972-73 per pupil expendi-«| 
ture level multiplied by student membership of a partic^ 
ular funding year. In some instances, this provision 
would allow districts a tax fate less than the 15% state 
minimum tax. A few other districts would be limited to 

a tax in the 75%-100% range. Most districts would be 
allowed to use the maximum tax rate and would be able 
to exercise the prerogative of choosing their own tax 
rate between the 100% ceiling and the 75% floor. 

Distribution Provisions 

Tha Foundation School Program currently furnishes support to school 
districts m three major catfegories - personnel, transportation, and 
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\ maintenance/operations. The Committee's preferred plan retains the cate- 
gorical support concept. However, staffing flexibility, limited enrichment i 
and unrestricted program funds are built into the plan to enhance local con- 
trol while limiting extreme expenditure variations. The components of the 
preferred plan are as set forth below. 

• 1. Personnel Component - Districts would be allowed 52.5 

personnel units per 1,000 weighted average dally ntetabers 
(WADM). Weighting of student membershlif is employed to 
recognize cost differentials at various levels of InstructiotT. 
The following weights are recommended: 

Kindergarten 1-30 

Regular education 1-6 1*00 

Regular education 7-9 1*20 

Regular education 10-12 1-40 

Full-time vocational 9-12 1*80 
Special education: 

Physical handicap 3*25 

Mental handicap /^'^^ 

Speech handicap 1-^8 

A district could utilize its personnel unit allowance in 
a manner consistent with its own priorities. Employees 
would be assigned unit weights related Xo the Texas State 
Public Education Compensation Plan and the district could 
choose its own mix of personnel up to its limit of 52.5 
weighted units per 1,000 WADM. ^Employee weights would be 
as follows: t 

Teacher-Bachelors degree, 

certified 
Teacher-Masters degree, 

certified 
Special service unit (Nurse, 

Librarian) -Bachelors degree 
Special service unit (Nurse, 

Librarl an) -Masters degree 
Teacher-No degree, certified 
Special service unit-No degree 
Counselor 
Supervisor 
Principal 

Assistant Principals 
Part-time Principals 
Administrative 
Superintendent 
Aides 
Clerical 



1.00 




1.05 




liOO 




1.05 




1.00 




.95 




1.20 




1.20 




1.30-1.50 


1.20- 


•1.40 


.20- 


• .25 


1.20- 


■2.00 


1.50- 


■2.50 


.50- 


- .75 


.50- 


- .75 
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Thl6 plan would activate all positions in the Texas Stl&^ 
Public Education Compenisation Plan atid base district ^ 
allowances <m salary levels stipulated in the Plan, 

Transportation Component Transportation assistance would 
bfe provided for students living two or more miles from 
school. An allowance per eligible pupil transported Is 
to be Computed using a density factor — eligible pupils 
transported (daily) divided by route miles traveled 
'(daily). Suggested allowances for density factors are 
as follows: . 



Annual Allowance 
Density Factor Per Pupil 



.200 and below 




$ 120.00 


.201 to 


.250 




116.00 


.251 to 


.299 




111.00 


.300 to 


.349 




106.00 


.350 to 


.399 




99.00 


.400 to 


.449 




93.00 


.450 to 


.499 




86.00 


.500 to 


.599 




81.00 


.600 to 


.699 




76.00 


.700 to 


.799 




72.50 


.800 to 


.999 




65.00 


1.000 to 


1.199 




56.00 


1.200 to 


1.399 




52.50 


1.4O0| to 


1.599 




46.00 


1.600 * to 


1.799 




43.00 


1.800 to 


1.999 




41.00 


2.000 to 


2.499 




39.00 


2.500 to 


2.999 




35.00 


3.000 to 


3.999 




31.00 


4.000 to 


5.999 




28.00 


6.000 and above 




24.00 



Maintenance and Operation Component - An allowance of $70 
per weighted average daily member would be provided to meet 
costs of operating and maintaining schdol facilities , 
equlpinent, and property* | 

Projgram Emphasis Component - A wide variety of factors 
affect school district operation such as geographic 
location, incidence of crime, climate, and needs of the 
coBffitunity. Many of these factors are unquantifiable* 
Even though precise needs are not measurable, it seems 
desirable to provide funds to meet these special needs 
or to develop special programs over and above those con*- 
sldered to be a part of a regular education program. An 
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all6wattce of $100 per average daily member is recommended 
for this program. While the intent is to provide for 
local control over the expenditure of these funds, some 
practical limitations may be necessary. As an example, 
ariSunts used to supplement salaries might be limited to 
$50 p6r Ai)M. < 

Other Support - The preferred distribution plan provides 
that the following programs^ be included in the Foundation 
Program aiid 'be continued In their present form or be 
modified as indicated: 

Program • Recommended Change 

Pre-school age deaf None 
■ County-wide day schdbl 

for deaf None 
Educational television None . 

Regional computer and . 

media services \ None 
Teacher sick leave Increase to $25 per day 

Student teaching - None 

Supplemental salary aid None 
Pre-scftool non-English 

speaking None 

Local Enrichment - Through the adoption of an optional 
local tax, districts could supplement their allowances 
provided by the new Foundation Program. * Supplements 
would be limited tjflOX of their Foundation Program 
entitlement but ccfflld .be less if a district desires. 
A statewide maximum leeway tax rate would be set 
according to the following formula: 

lOX X total entitlement allowed to all Maximum 

school districts 1 " leeway 

Total market, value of all Texas property tax rate 

Districts whleh are unable to generate' their lOX supple- 
ment when the maximum leeway tax is applied to the market 
value of their property would receive state contributions 
to make up any difference. In dlserlcts where the maxi- 
mum tax. rate would yield more than the lOSS enrichment , 
leeway tax rates would be reduced to a level that Would 
yield only the lOX supplement. If a district's maximum 
tax rate (Foundation Program rate) or a lesser tax rate 
yields more revenue thaji the district's entitlement plus 
allowable enrichment, no further em:lchment would be per- 
mitted . Districts that choose enrichment levels less 
than 10% would receive State support in the same propor- 
tion they would receive at the maximum level of enrichment 



Statewide Program Costs * 

Total maximum statewide costs of Ithe Committee ^s, preferred plan have 
been projected for the period. between 1970-71 and 1978-79* The results of 
these projections may be seen in the following table: j ^ * 





Estimated 


Estimated 


Estimated 


Estimatled 




Maximum 


State 


iMaximum 


Local! 




State Funds 


Increase From 


Local Funds 


Increase \^rom 


Year 


Required 


1970-71 Actual 


Required 


1970-71 Actual 




(000 omitted) 




1970-71 


$ 1,216,379 


$ 309,225 


$ 829,876 


$ 182,741 


1971-72 


1,276,880 


369,726 


870,316 
892,246 


223,181 


1^72-73 


1,309,055 
1,354,013 


' 401,901 


245,111 


1973-74 


446,859 


922,889 , 


275,754 


1974-75 


1,444,447 


537,293 


984,529 


337,394 


1975i-76 


1,467,741 


560,587 


1,000,406 


353,271 


1976-77 


1,475,883 


568,729 
563,741 


1,005,955 


358,820- 


1977-78 


1,470,895 


1,002,556 


^ 355,421 


1978-79 


1,539,250 


632,096 


1,049,146 


402,011 



FUNDS DISTRIBUTED 
TO DISTRICTS 

Projections of specific mnounts to be provided to each Teicas school 
district under the Committee preferred alternative have been developed 
using computer technology and are available in your of fide and In the Te^tas 
Education Agency. In terms of statewide averages, districts received $594 
per ADM In 1970-^1 under the existing finance plan. Use of the Committee *8 
preferred alternative would have provided an average basic program entitle- 
ment of $698 per ADM* Leeway provisions could add a maximum of $62 to this 
amount resulting In total funds 'averaging $760 per ADM. ^ 
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LOCAL TAX RATES 

^ ^ ' * . , . 1* 

The maxltnum .tatewide tax rate and the maximum leeway tax rate under 

the preferred plan are estimated to be '54.7« per $100 of market vilue and 

13. A<! per $100 of market value; reapectively. Employment of the local 

option to tax at 75% of the maximum statewide tax rate could lower the 

required tax t6 41#0c pet $100 of market value. The leeway tax ii Impbsed 

r- 

J 2 * . 



at the discretion of the local district in an amount « up to the maximutny ^ 

• .' ■ " • . . ■ ' 

that it deems desirahle* 

In ••fteliminary Estimates of 1970 Market Value of Taxed Property of 
Texas School Districts" prepared by the Texas School Finance Study Groups, 
the 1970-71 statewide maltitenahce tax rate was estimated to be 49»7c per 
$100 of market value* This represents a statewide average. A comparison 
to tax rates in . the Committee ' preferred alternatMe seems to indicate 
the new tax effort required would be reasonable. It should be emphasized, 

however, that the 49 •7c rate^ represents an average and the Committee's 

,. ■ ' ■ ■ ■ ^' ■ ■■■ 

rate Is a statewide maxlimim rate. Some localities would experience tax 

reductions while others would experience tax increases* Due to differences 

in assessing practices and Varying tax rates, significant changes may occur 

'in the effective^ tax rates of some districts. 
TAX REVENUES LOST 

The Committee's preferred alternative plan for revenue generation 
makes no provision for contributions td a state equalization fund by 
districts which generate total tax revenues in excess of their total 
support entitlement plus allowable leeway by applying the statewide maxi-^ 

*mum tax rate* Additidnal state funding would be required to provide for 
the revenues lost through this practice ► Our estimates indicate that 
there would be 315 such districts and that these dififferlcts included approxl- 

laateiy 115, 000 ADM ltTTg/O^/ir" The prb j ected .annual revenue loss (cost to 
the State) from these districts is approximately $86 millioni; 

Continuing thie practice of making per capita distributions from the 
Available School Fund, regardless of a district 'i^ financial need, would 
provide appioximately $14 million to the 315 districts involved. Obviously, 



such a practice provides *state aotiies to districts with property wealth 
sufficient to support their enl^ire education program. Through this prac- 
tice, the State would add $14 million to its share of total public school 
funding* 

OTHER FlNiOiCING - , 

Alternatives 

In addition to the Committee* s preferred alternatives, it considered 

two other revenue generation plans and three other distribution plans. The 

other reverli\e alternatives may be briefly described as follows: 

A plan similar to the preferred plan except that 
per capita distribution^ of the Available School 
_ Fund would not be made. to tho se dis tricts generatin g 
tax revenues in excess of authorized funding levels. 
This alternative also provides for contributions to 
a state equalization fund by those districts with 
excess property wealth* (This is revenue plan 2 
in the projections.) 

^ A plan under which all school funding would be 
provided by the State* A statewide property tax 
would be substituted for revenues previously 
generated by local property taxes. (This Is 
revenue plan 3 in the projections.) 

Distribution plans which were considered in addition to the preferred 

plan Include: 

* An improved Foundation School Program with a 
structured personnel component. (This is distri- 
bution plan 1 in the projections.) 

* Unrestricted financial support grants based upon 
weighted enrollments. (This is distribution plan 

_ : ^ 3^ ^he^ projections.) 

* Unrestricted financial support grants based upon 
district size. (This Is distribution plan 4 in 
the projections.) r 

. _ Details of these other alternatives are presented in the body of our 
report. Each of the revenue aitexnatives has been doinbined with each of 



the distribution alternatives and the results upon all Texas school districts 

projected for each qf the twelve combinations. As indicated earlier, these 

projections* are on lie in your office and in the Texas Education Agency. 

US^ OF THIS REPORT 

This report should be considered as a preliminary planning study only.. 

Much additional study is being given to the matter of Texas public school 

finaifce. Other major study efforts include those of: 

. State Board of Education Committee and the 
Texas Education Agency; 

« Texas Research League; and 

• Texas State Teachers' Association . 
The results of all these efforts should be considered along with the work 
of the Committee prior to the adoption of a new finance plan. 

- All of the statistical and financial data included in this report are 
based upon the 1970-71 school year unless otherwise indicated. These were 
the latest complete data available and, to the best of our knowledge, have 
been used by all groups studying school finance. The information which we 
have used in making projections and the underlying assumptions have been 
derived from published information and other sources that we consider 
appropriate in the circtamstances. However, we cannot assume responsibility 
for the accuracy of such source material. Moreover, since forecasts and 
estimates are subject to many uncertainties as to the future, we cannot 
represent that the forecasts and estimates developed in this study will be 
representative of the results that will actually occur. 

it it a it ie * 
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assistance received from various individuals and organizations during this 
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- I - THE COMMITTEE AND OUR ROLE 

This report haft been prepared to doctiment the study program and ^ * 
dallberatlona of the Joint Senate Interim Committee to Study Public' 

*** 

School Finance. Before reporting on the Committee efforts, It se^ms 
appropriate to Indicate certain of the matters relating to Its esta- 
blishment and how Its deliberations were conducted, 

COMMITTEE PURPOSE 

' " ' " ' ■ <. 

The Joint Senate Interim Committee to Study Public School Finance 

was established subsequent to and In response to the Hodrlgueg decision. 

Its actual establishment was accomplished by combining three Senate 

interim committees which then Lieutenant Governor Barnes had appointed, 

prior to the Rodriguez decision, to study certain problems in Texas 

public education^. IfTamely, these committees were: 

♦ The Senate Interim Committee to Study Urban 
Education chaired by Senator Mauzy.. 

. The Senate Interim Committee on Occupational 4 
Education chaired by Senator Btooks. 

. The Senate Interim Committee to Study Tax 
Revenue to Fund Rising Costs of Education 
chaired by Senator Moore. 

Lieutenant Governor Barnes noted when the Committee was appointed 

that it "should explore both the strengths and weaknesses of the present 

school finance system and suggest possible alternatives." While the 

"San Antonio court ^decision has placed Texas In a difficult position 

as far as public education Is concerned,, \m must be calm and deliberate 

and not become emotional to the point that something wrong is the outcome. 

Public education must be taken out of the political arena and we should 

be concerned not > only with urban education but all* education In Texas." 
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Finally, the Lieutenant Governor expressed his desire for the Committee 
to work closely and coordinate its activities with the Advisory Commission 
on Intergovernmental Relations, the Texas Education Agency, any House ' 
committee that might be appointed, and other groups studying public school 
finance. Through suqh coordination,* he felt that needless duplication of 
work could be avoided. 
COMMITTEE MEMBERSHIP 
. Members of the Cormnittee included: 

. Oscar H«^';tHauzyi State Senator from t)allas (Chairman) 
. A. M. Aikin, Jr., State Senator from Paris 
. Chet Brooks, State Senator from Pasadena 
. 0* H. "Ike" Harris, State Senator from Dallas 
. * Charles R. Herring, State Senator from Austin 

« Don Kennard, State Senator from Fort Worth 

♦ 

. Mike McKool, State Senator from Dallas 

. William T. Moore, State Senator from Bryan 

i 

. W. E. "Pete" Snelson, State Senator from Midland 

. Jim Wallace, State Senato:b from Houston 

- . Murray Watson, State Senator from Waco 

. Julius R. Truelson, Superintendent - Fort Worth 
Independent School District ^ 

* Dr; Emmett J » Conrad, Board Member ^ Dallas 
' Independent Sichool District 

• Will D. Davis, Board President - Austin 
Independent School District 

. lEULchard Tenlente, Board President - San Antonio 
Independent School District 

♦ J. W» Edgar, Commissioner of Education 

^2 



mt&CO. ROLE 

Because the Coimnlttee had no permanent staff, It engaged the consulting 
firm of Peatf Marwick, Mitchell & Cd. (PMM&Co.) to provide staff assistance 
In the development of financing alternatives. Such staff assistance l^as to 
he provided through completion of the following actions: 
. Performing basic fact finding; 

• Maintaining liaison with other study groups; 

• Developing reasonable alternatives; 

• Analyzing alternatives; 

• Assisting the Committee in deliberations; and 
» Documenting Committee conclusions. 

Specific provisions of the assistance which PMM&Co. was to render to 
the Committee were such that they called for the completion of a study 
program which included the following steps; 

1. Develop an operationally useful statement of the 
implications of the Rodrigueg-San Antonio Independent 
School District decision and other generally related 
decisions. 

2. Define the existing Texas schbol finance system* 

3« Document recommendations for and primary characteristics 
Of alternative education finance models for Texas which 
are the result of recent investigations Into this issue* 

4« Evaluate recent national research on education finance 
policies and alternatives. 

5. Review finance tnodela adopted or considered in other 
states* 

6# Develop a tentative list of alternative resource ^ 
allocation models with characteristics of each and 
a tentative list of combinations of revenue sources. 

7. Conduct Inteifviews to determine acceptability of 
various alternative resource allocation models 
and various revenue source combinations. 
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8. Define final alternative financial resource 
allocation models. 

9. Develop computer simulation modeling capability to 
portray the eifects of each of the plans on all the 
school districts in the State • 

LO. Test and compare the final alternative financial - 
resource allocation models # 



financial resource allocation model. 

12 » Develop an estimate of the rough order of magnitude 
of ^ state and local resources required to implement 
the alternative models. 

13., Accumulate Information as to the general amount of 

revenue which xiould be generated through the imposition 
of various types of additional state taxes. ^ _ , 

14. Present to the Senate Commltteie results of the analysis 
related to the use of the final alternative resource 
allocation modela and the analysis relating to additional 
revenue sources. 

The work program set forth above has been completed. At Its final 
meeting, the Committee considered twelve revenue generation and fund 
distribution plans. It expressed a preference for one of the generatipn/ 
distribution plans and authorized the publication of the results of its 
study prograiSi. This report apd the projections of results for each of 
the twelve plans > which are on file in Senator Mauzy^s office and in the 
Texas Education Agency, represent the pubil^ication of the Committee's 
Istudy program. * ^ ^ 

fHM&CO. STAFF 

Members of the PMM&Co. \staff who participated in this study were: 



11. Evaluate the effect of each final alternative 



• Mr* George T. Whisman, Houston, Director 



of the study 
. Mir. Terrell Blodgett^^ Austin 
. Mr. John D* Gay, Houston 
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Mr^ Jma/tB R.. Hltchell^ Houston 

Mr. Karl B. Putnam ^ Austin 

Hr« C. W. Carout Los Angeles 

Mr. J. 'A. Perkins, Jr., Washington 

*Mr. R. E. Olsen, Washington 

Dr^ D. L> Struve, New Tork 

Mr. V. Rm^Lo Casclo, New York 
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II - CURRENT TEXAS SCHOOL FINANCE PLAN 
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•Analysis of charactcrj.8tlcs included in the curtent plan tinder which 
Texas school districts receive financial support was an integral paft of * 

the itowalttee's study program* ^ . 

t * . • ■■ .. * ■ * ■ 

Our purpose here is not to present a complete and detailed examination 
jof the current finance plan but only to provide a genisral dcicription of 

the plAn and some of t;he major problems which have been encountered in its 

« 

use* Such a description at this point seems to be Necessary for an, under- 
standing of alternatives considered and conclusions reached by the Committee. 
However, for those who are interested in examining the current finance 
^ •y«t«B doaelyi a slgnlfdcantly Aore detailed look at the current plan la 

provided In Texas Public School Finance: A Majority of Exceptlona published 
by the Texas Research League In November, 1972, The Report' of the Governor's 
ConaBlttee on Public School Education, The Challenge and the Chance , published 
In 1969, Is also a |ood reference for those who seek to understand the current 
Foundation School Progratn. , ^ 

GENERAL DESCRIPTION 
OF THE CURRENT PLAN 

The Foundation School Program (FSP) has evolved from the State Con- 
stltution, laws passed by the Legislature, opinions from the State Attorney. 
General, and administrative guidelines set forth by the StatfB Board of 
Education and/or the Commissioner of Education. Patchwork modification 
of the FSP hAsyproduced a financing scheme where exception is the rule. 
A unique combination of provisions seems to apply to almost every district. 
School finance may therefore be likened to Federal Income taxation. Partic- 
ipants in the program continually strive to tjiaxiralze their benefit from 
favotable provisions, while at the same time they try to escape from or 
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alleviate penalties incurred 'from unfavorable'provlsions. The situation 
proisiotes special Interest legislation and loop-hole exploitation while it 

discourages major revision to the entire FSP. > 

■ * . 

Perhaps the key deterrent^i^a seeking maior school finance reform is 
the fact that it is completely understood by only a few people/ It is 
difficult to attract legislators and taxpayers to a study of the FSP^ 
details. Consequently, they do not understand the multiple characteristics 
of the total plan which make it undesirable. When change occurs , it is 
generally directed at specific provisions that irritate a certain locality 
or interests As a taeans of providing some general background on the FSP 
and pointing out some of, the major inequities, we have organizied a dis^ 
cu^sion in two main parts—where the dollars come from (revenue generation) 
and where the dollars go (fund distribution). 
CURRESt REVENUE GENERATION 

Theoretically, public school financing under the Foundation Program 
is provided by-'a combination of state taxes and local district property' 
taxes providing 80% and 20% of the funding, respectively. The intent of 
the FSP is to guarantee minimum support to all children who attend public 

4 

schools. Local districts, after providing their share of the minimum, are 
free to increase school support levels. Through the imposition of voter 
approved local taxes, the actual support ratios have changed froto the 
theoretical 80/20 ratio to an actual division of 54% from state fufids and 

46% from local funds in 1970-71* For purposes of this discussion, however, 

. ' . 

we^sh2ll focus our attention on the intentions of the existing Foundation 
Program. 

liocal Fund Assignihent 

The actual amount of Fojindation Program expenditures to be supported 
frottt local district taxes is determined by the calculation of a Local Fund 



Assignment. The steps involved In the calculation of a district's Local 
Fund Assignment: are as follows: 

1. Determine State Local Fund Assignment , An estimate of the 
succeeding year's total FSE is prepared and multiplied by 
20Z. Credits allowed or anticipated for the current year 
are added to this amount,* This total is the State Local 
Fund Assignment* 

2 ♦ . Compute County Economic Indices . An economic measure is 
^computed for eaeh county according to the following formula; 

Total assessed value of all property In county X 20 

. ^Scholastic population of the county X 8 

^ -flncome for the county X 72 

^County economic measure 

"Income for the county" is defined as the sum of the 
following Items t 

. value added by manufacture 

. value of minerals produced 

. -value of agricultural ptoducts 

. payrolls for retail establishments ^ 

. payrolls for wholesale establishments 

» payrolls for service establishments 

An Economic Index is computed for each county using the 
formula below: 

County economic measure - County Economic 
Total of all county Index 
economic measures 

3 . Allocate State Local Fund Assignment to Counties * The 
product of the State Local Fund Assignment and the County 
Economic Index yields the County Local Fund Assignment. 

4. Allocate County Local Fund Assignment to school districts . 
The following formula is used to apportion the County Local 
Fund Assignment to school districts. 

*> ■ ■ " '~' 

Assessed Value of 
County Local Property^ District - Local Fund 

Fund Assignment X Assessed Value of Assignment 

Property in Cqunty 
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Obviously, the calculation of a Local Fund Assignment and the resulting 
determination of the amount of the district ' s Foundation Program which is 
to be supported from local property taxes is an attempt to equalize tax 
effort between districts. However, the basic problem which we see in this 
approach is the fact that, of all the factors used in the calculation of the 
Local Fund Assignment, only the^assessed value of property relates to the 
tax base which is employed for generating revenues to be used for school 
purposes* Because of the widely varying assessment practices of the 1,149 
Tex^s school district8> the current calculatibn of a Local Fund Assignment 
seems to be an undesitable mechanism for providing equity in effort among 
districts. ' * 

Available School Fund 

Education funds contributed to local districts by the State are provided 
from general revenue sources and the Available School Fund. Interest and 
investment income from the Permanent School Fund and specifically dedicated 
taxes comprise the Available School Fund which is used to buy textbooks for 
the State's schools and to provide a per capita distribution (currently 
based on average dalljy attendance) to each school district. This dlstri- 
bution accrues to a district regardless o£ its wealth or ability to support 
its programs^ General revenue requirements, referred to as the Foundation 
Program Fund, are computed by summing the entitlement of each school dis- 
trict in the State. District entitlements are computed as follows: 

District FSP Computed Allowance 
-Local Fund Assignment 

-Available School Fund Distribution I 
i*»District Foundation Program Distributibn 

-i 

Budget-Balance Districts , 
If a district* s Foundation Program distribution is $0 or less, the 
district is called a budget-balance district. These districts, particularly 
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ones where the Local Fund Assignment equals or approaches the District FSP . 
GotBputed Allowance * receive proporttpnately more state funding than other 
districts* The gt^^tecd distribution of Available School Fund proceeds 
serves to create litie^filties in revenues received and appears to discriminate 
in favox of wealthy di«tri«tsV-., 
Guaranteed Financing 

To ensure adequate funding for the FSP, Texas has created the Foundation 
School Program Budget Gcwmnlttee, composed^ of the Coinmi8Si^>n*»t of Education, 
the State Coiflptroller of Public Accounts, and the State Auditor. During an 
antitial meeting, this group estimate* the FSP requirements for the ensuing 
year and automatically allocates and appropriates funds from the State 
Clearance Fund. In other meetings throughout the year, the Committee adjusts 
its estimates based on more relevant data. Through this procedure, state 
education financing is guaranteed a priority treatment and precedes most 
other state programs, In the funding process. 

Local Funds 

In addition to funds provided by the State, school districts are 
empowered to levy and collect ad valorem taxes on the property within their 
district* Revenues from such taxes are used to meet the district's Local 
Fund Assignment and to provide supplements over and above the Foundation 
School Program allowances* These supplements are referred to as local 
enrichment or leeway* Local revenues are also used for capital outlays 
and for the payment of bonded Indebtedness* 

Federal Funds 

The Federal government contributed about 10% of the revenues for 
public educa^ott in Texas during 1970-71* Aid for the educationally or 
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socially disadvantaged* funds for driver training programs, money for 

school lunches, and assistance for vocational/technical prograns typify 

federal. support. In the Rodriguez case, the court rejected the idea that 

Federal funds needed to be* included in judging the equity of the Statels 

financing plan. Citing the fact that taost Federal programs are categorical 

in nature, the court ruled against a defense contention that they assisted 

poorer districts at the expense of more affluent districts* Because of 

the court's view on Federal funds, we have excluded them frolh consideration 

} 

in the development of financing alternatives. 
DISTRIBUTION PLAN - 

Specific amounts pf funds to be delivered to local school districts 
under the Foundation School Program are determined by entitlement formula^. 
The plan provides separate funding components for personnel, maintenance 
and operation, and transportation. 

The personnel component provides specific allowances based upon the 
number of pupils in average dally attendance (ADA) for each of several 
job categories. Categories included are: 
. Classroom teachers 

• Teachers of -exceptional children 
. Vocational education teachers 
. Special service teachers (nurses, librarians) 
. Supervisors and/or counselors 

• Principals 

• Part-time principals 

• Superintendent 

• Teacher aides 



A state mitiimm p»y scale, that takes Into consideration both years 
of experience and educatiorfal degree attainment, is applied to the per- 
sonnel who fill the allowed positions to calculate the FSP personnel 
coBponent funding entitlement. Districts are not reimbursed for vacant 
positions or for excess personnel. Reimbursement is restricted to category. 
For' exaa*_le» if « district has one more classroom teach#r and one less 
vocational teacher than it is entitled to have, it would be reimbursed 
for its maximum allowable classroom teachers and its number of employed ' 
vocational teachers. Flexibility is not an attribute of the current plan. 

Allowances for operations and maintenance are effectively related to 
ADA- also. 

transportation allowances are provided for children who live two or 
sore miles away from school, the actual allowance is -computed bjr applying 
a formula to the size of vehicle necessary to carry the children living on 
an approved route and the distance traveled on that route. 

Although the formulas provided in the FSP appear to favor smaller 
school districts, there is nothing in the program which is basically 
oMectionable in terms of providing a rational distribution system. However 
our analysis indicates that the formulas utilized, particularly those used 
for the personnel component, are restrictire in terms of allowing local 
districts to establish their own staffing patterns. From the information 
available to us, It appears that the basic reason for. the existence of 
these restrictive formulas is to provide a degree of job protection to 
■embers ot the teaching profession in texas. 

the distribution plan also provides support for a number of special 
programs which may be operated either by local districts, by regional 
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•ervlce centers, or on a statewide basis. The financial support pro- 
visions for these programs range ftom being very specific, (teachers' 
sick leave for example) to being determined based upon the promulgations 
of the State Board of Education (special education is an example) . The 
programs which fall into this category inclxide the following: 

• Special education t 

• Vocational education, 
Educational television, 

• Regional computer services and media centers, 
. Teachers* sick leave. 

Student teaching, 
. Supplemental salary aid, and 

• Texas Education Agency Administration. 
FACTORS CAUSING INEQUITIES 

There are a number of factors in the current school finance plan 
which <:ontribute to two basic types of inequities — inequities related to 
the iimount of financial support provided to local districts and inequitieo 
related to taxpayer effort. A brief examination of these factors at this 
point! se^ms desirable in order that the reader may gain an understanding 

as t6 the causes of problems with the current finance plan. • 

I 

Economic Index 

I 

A local district's share of the Foundation School Program (the Local 
Fund Assignment) Is effectively determined based on the computation of an 
economic index* This economic index purportedly is an effort to measure 
Individual districts' ability to support their educational programs. The 

specific factors and procedures used in the computation of an economic 

„ ■ ^ ... 

index and the determination of a Local Fund Assignment have been presented 
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earlier in this section. A brief sumary of certain of the criticisms 
^ich have been leveled against the economic index may be stated as 
follows: . 

1. It utilizes factors (average daily attendance and 
economic activities factors such as sales and income) 
which are not a measure of the tax base available to 
local school districts. 

2. It is dependent upon assessment$ of property valuations 
' within counties even though there is no state super- 
vision of assessment practices and, in effect, a wide 
range of assessment practices is utilized throughout 
the State. 

3. Decisions about valuation procedures by other govern- 
mental bodies can have a significant effect upon the 
amount of an individual school district's "Local Fund 
Assignment." ' // 

4. Variations of assessment practice within a county can 
produce an inequitable distribution of the County Local 
Fund Assignment. 

Over the years, there has been a consensus among students of public 
school finance that the economic index does not teflect the taxprfying 
ability of local school districts. While there have been several proposed 
alternatives for other measures of tiaxpaying ability, none of these devices 
has been able to gain enough support to replace the economic index » 

Our evaluation of the current economic index is that it provides a 
basic inequity in taxation . . The school finance plan utilizes the ad valorem 
tax to provide local district funding, yet ignores the basis of the tax as 
the primary measure of ability to pay. Failure to reform ad valorem 
tax laws and th6 assessing practices cartie^^ in the State bave per- 
petuated inequity and caused certain taxpaylr^to tax themselves more 
heavily than others to receive a like amount of service from tax revenue. 
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Credits 

In calculating a district's Local Fund . Assignment , there are a number 
of credits which may be taken for the purpose of reducing the computed 
Local Fund Assignment and thereby Increasing the amount of state aid. 
Such credits hive the effect of reducing the local tax revenues that are 
neeeasary f or public school suppdrt and, therefore, may represent an addl- 
tlonil inequity in tax effort. JSuch credits are granted to districts 
containing: 

. National forest, 
. Armed ^trvice bases, 
. Indian teservatlons, 
. State prisons, 

■*■ # 

♦ University lands, ^ 

. Specific types of water teservolrs, 

. Feed lots for cattle, and 

. Children in' orphan tiomes. 

There is also a maximum taai.rate limitation which provides: 

,If the revenue that would be derived from the legal 
maximum local maintenance school tax is less than 
the amount assigned to a school district accoyding 
to its economic index, and if the district's pror 
perty valuation is not less than the same property 
valuation for state and county purposes, the lesser 
amount: shall be assigned to be raised by such school 
district. 

A substantial number of districts utilize this limitation to reduce 
their Local Fund Assignments and to increase their state aid. One of the 
unfortunate characteristics of the whole scheme of ''credits" is that the 
accumulated credits are added to the state's combined FSP costs for allo- 
cation to local districts. This provision has the effect of penalizing 
the districts which do not utilizcj these special credits. 
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Local Enrichment 

Perhaps the greatest matter of inequity In the current Foundation 
School Program is that relating to unlixftited local enrichment of the 
Foundation School Program, By local enriphment, we mean the option which 
diatricts have to provide local funds in addition to their Local Fund 
Assignment for. the purpose of supplementing the minimum educational pro- 
gram provided by the Foundation School Program^ Such funds may be pro- 
vided under different sets of circumstances. Fot example, a district 
with a large property tax base can^ while taxing itself at comparatively 
low rates, generate sufficient revenues to provide its Local Fund Assign- 
ment and a substantial amount of enrichment funds. On the other hand, 
districts with limited resources may tax themselves at rather high rates 
and be able to meet their LFA and provide minimal, if any, enrichment. 

, J These additional funds may be use^ without limitation as to purpose 
for providing an enhanced educational program within the district. According 
to a recent report issued by the Texas Research League, local enrichment 
revenues, excluding debt seirvici, ranged from less than $100 per student 
in some districts ^o more than $7,000 per student In other districts 
during 1970-71. When we consider that the average school foundation pro- 
gram co?t was $427 per student in 1970-^71, local enrichmifent in the amounts 
indicated. could certainly be considered to have a significant effect upon 
the quality of educational program pf fared by individual dlstricta. Accor- 
dlngly, we must conclude that the unlimited local enrichment prerogatives 
create inequities in financial support .. 



Personnel Component liv . 



The personnel component of the FoundatiJ^n School Program is also 
capable of generating inequities. This component is tied to the statutory 
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Texas State Public Mucatlon Compensation Plan which provides increased 
dollar support for advanced degrees, and additional years of teaching 
experience. Districts which are able to provide substantial amounts of 
local etfrichaent are in a position to pay higher salarifes to personnel 
than are other districts. If a district is able to attract those teachers 
with advanced degrees and relatively large amounts of teaching experience 
by paying higher salaries, then it will be able to gamer more of the TSP 
entitlement. Accordingly, we find a situation in which those districts 
providing substantial amounts of local enrichment also receive additional 
state funds because they employ teachers y±th advanced degrees and sub- 
stantial amounts of experience. In this situation, the rich benefit and 
the poor receive what is left both in terms ^teacher quality and state 
financial support. ^ 

There is another feature of the personnel component which appears to 
*be inequitable, tinder the prograiti, all personnel units to which a district 
Is entitled must be filled before the allowance Is received • Several 
factors such as compatatiVely low salary schedules, the use of larger, 
pupil/ teacher ratios, and the lack of attractive facilities contribute 
to underutilization of allowed personnel units within certain districts. 
When positions are not filled, the entitlement to FSP suppc/rf is withheld. 
Since thls^ situation more frequently eklsts In districts vith comparatively 
low per pupil property iiealth, the current plan seems to perpetuate a 
situation where the poor get poorer. 

These two situations again provide examples of inequities Inherent 
In the current Foundation School Program^ 
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fOUMDATIOH SCHOOL . 
PROGRAM ADEQUACY 

The Senate CoMalttee itudy program did not Involve a, detailed exam- 
ination aa to the adequacy of funda provided to local dlstricta tinder 
the Foundation School Program. Thla witter was. conaidered in detail by 
the Governor^! Coumdttee on Public School Education and the reiults of 
their itudy are Included in that Study Report* Reference la made to that 
report for those readers irtio are Interested in a dlacuaalon of the adequacy 
of itipport provided under the Foundation School Program* 
REFOKM AtfEMPtS 

There have been three recent major proposals for correcting some of the 

inequities Inherent in the FSP* General characteristics of these three 

V 

proposals are discuased in the ensuing paragraphs* 

.^^ ■ , 

Governor's Cottaittee 

the\ork of ^the Governor* i Committee resulted in irtde ranging recom- 
mendations for improvement in Texas public school education* That portion 
of the Governor's Committee recommendations which relate ipore apeciflcally 
to the matters considered in this report may be iummarlaed as follows: 

1* A substantial expansion of the financial support 
provided under the Minimum Foundation Program was 
proposed Including a substantial Increaae In pro- 
feaslonal salaries { 

2* A reorganization of local school districts with 
minimum slaHi waa proposed; 

3. Recommendations were made for expanding the coverage 
Of the Foundation Program and for increasing the 
local district support share; and 

4. A tocal Fund Assignment for each dlitrict based 
upon a uniform tax ratit applied to the district's 
^property market value was suggested ♦ 
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In eisence, only the rccoicnoendations relating to professionul salaries 

were. adopted any form by the Legislature. 

* * 

Committee of Ejtehteen 

Work of the Cdmmlttee of Eighteen resulted In a proposal which was 
a compromise between advocates of a 100% market value formula and supporters 
of the present econbmlc Index* One of the proposals of the Comlttee of 
Eighteen Involved the abolition of all cr^iilts (as discussed abpve) meaning 
that those districts which qualified for credits lost the benefit of certain 
state funds. Rec(?mmendations of the Committee of Eighteen were considered 
by the 62nd Legislature without reform legislation being enacted. 

Connally Bill 

The Connally .Bill was, in essence, a proposal under which the State 
would pay the total cost of the Foundation School Program. [ Under this 
proposal, the State would have absorbea the cost of the Local Fund Assign- 
ment and no revenue requirements would be Imposed upon local school districts. 
Howeveir, revenues raised locally could be applied to enrichment of the 
foundation program. As in the case of the Commit tec of Eighteen, this 
proposal was not favorably considered by the Legislature. 
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III - FIHAKCE PLANS AKD PROPOSALS OF OTHER STATES i) 

The matter of liaproHing school finance plane is certainly not litoited 

♦ 

to the State of texaa. Indeed, thia is a subject which has been and ccat^^ 
... - * ■ * ' * ^ — ' 

tinues to be a matter of great concern for practically every other state. 

$0 much concern has lead to a great deal of study both at the individual 

state level and at the national level. Recent proposals considered in other 

states vere consider^ to be an appropriate item for review by the ,?enate* 

COimalttee staffs A brief summary of ^ this review Is presented in this secticm 

of the reports 

Before discussing proposals of other states, we should look at some of 
the common problems which have served to focus the attention on School 

fiiMince In the various statea. The primary concern seems to be that of 

•J ^ ft 

recent cost Increases^inK the operations of the nation* s schools. One estimate 
of the xiation's cost for public schools indicates |:hat In 1972 this country *s 
school expenditures were 2.6 times the amount of 1963 expenditures « This 

4 

rapid Increase In costs has obviously been followed by a corresponding in- 
^ creiyif in taxes fot support of the schools « A second comtoon problem which 
QUiv be seen atiK>ng vaid.ous states is that of property tax inequities • The 
' California situation may be used to illustrate such inequity. The Baldwin 
Park district of Los Angeles taxes^ Its property at more than twice the tate 
of nearby Beverly Hills, yet It spends less than half as much money per 
^ pupil for s^j|iOol purposes. A third coiuon factor which has provided the 
* iiipetus for so much of the recent attention to school finance is the volume 
of intra-^sta^e- school finance ooutt cases that has been generated. A§ of 
Augu«t 1972, tl^if. ymxi^ 52 court caiea which h«d been ill.d In 31 .tat.a. 
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In ail of these cases / there yas a large degree of commanality in cas6^ 
factors such as the na^ur^ of the plaintiffs and the constitutional grounds 
for plaintiff *s action. 

A review of recent plans adopted ot proposals advanced in ather states 
should serve to\provide the reader of this report with some background as ^ ^. 

jto the rajtge of approaches which are being advanced to solve the school 

*■ . ■ - * . ■ 

financii^ dilemma* ^ ^ 

NEW YOttK-FLEISCHMANN ^ " 

COHMISSION REPORT y 

An intensivi^^^^rcudy of many problems filing the public schools was made 

by the Fleischmann CommlsSibn in New York state. While the Commission 

report included wide-*ranglng recommendations ^ there were also significant . 

recommendations relisited to a plan for financing the state/ s public schools. 

■ ■ *. - * - 

Finance recommendations published by the Commission in early 1972 included: 

1. Full state funding for all publid schools. 

2. The use of a statewide property tax earmarked for 

'I education with a reduced rate on residences and tax 

credits for low income householda* 

3. A distribution plan that would set the level of 
state funding at the 65th percentile of the state-s 
school districts ranked according to their expendi- 
tures. The leveling up would be spread over a ^ 
three year period, and a save harmless provision 

would protect districts spending above the 65th 
percentile. 

\ 

4. An equal weighting for full time students enrolled 
in all school grade levels, except that a 1.5 
weighting for pupils scoring poorly on reading and 
matheiaatics tests woulid be utilized. 




MIN»ES0TA PlIAN 



The State of Minnesota enacted new, taxation and school financing 
legislation in 1971 subsequent to the Van Dusartz decision. Specific 
^ characteristics of this legislation include: 
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1» Higher tax tates on sales and corporate Incomes. 

^ 2. Certain property tax relief Incliidlng a reduc- 
tion In the tax on residences by an average of 
11.5%. 

3. District autliorlty to levy 30 mllj^ax for 
maintenance, 8 mill tax for capital and debt 
service, and enrichment taxes at a level 
approved by district referendum. 

4. An Increase In the state's share of school 
fimds provided from about 43% to 65% In the 
first year and then to 70% or more In the 

, second year.^ 

5* A distribution plan which, among ^other things, 
provides $750 per weighted average dally mem- 
ber. Weights are as follows: 

• Kindergarten member .5 

. Secondaty school membet 1.4 

. Vocational technical member 1.5 ^ 

. Education overburden membera, 
pupils of fatnllles receiving 
^'ald to famlllea with dependent 
^ children" (AFDC payments) 1.5 

. All other members 1*0 

6» A statewide equalized property. valuation system 
used f oi: assuring tax equity that on an average 
triples vitlues assigned by county assessors. 

t 

MICHIGAN PROPOSAL 

in April 1969, th^ Governor of Michigan established a Commission on 
Educational Reform to review proposals resulting from a legislative investi- 
gation into the financing of elementary and secondary ^educiit ion* After com- 
pletlng its review, the CommifssiOn submitted a number of recommendations for 
legislative action. The recommendations which are pettinent to this report 
were: . * 
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1. A uftiform statewide property tax should be 
levied for school operating purpoeer*--- 

2* If Ideal option property taxes are permitted 
for f utuling entAchment prograaui, the state 
should— 

. . guarantee an equal per tiill yield for all 

districts; 

• impose a maxinfium upon the nuidi)er of mills 
that can be levied; and 

• exclude salary increases for teachers * 
from the purposes for which enrichment 

money may be spent. 

3e Property assessment practices should be 
improved before statewide school property 
taxation becomes effective. 

4# Local districts should have maxitaum freedom 
in, hiring personnel and determining local 
curricula. 

5* A testing program should be developed to 
evaluate pupil progtess. This evaluation 
should be the basis for allocating additional 
funds for pupils with learning problems. 

THE FOUNDATION PLAN 

IN UTAH > ^ 

Utah's school finance plan is frequently referred to as ovuf^of the 
bettet plans' in tetlns of equalising taxation efforts and basic pupil support « 
The plan includes a foundation support level which is high enough that few 
districts voluntarily exceed the equalized support level to any significant 
extents^ The formula fot determining funding is built around a "distribution 
milt" which is an adjusted average dally attendance calculation taking into 
consideration ccettain cost variations. The plan has three basic components. 
These components are the Basic tlan^ the Board Leeway Program^ and the 
Ref erendtm Program. 



ThtB Basic Plan 
Under the Basic Plan: 

1. Bach district is required to levy sixteen mills 
aa the local share of public school finance. 

2. The State equalizes support up to a level of 
$9>120 per distribution unit, (1 dlatributipn 
unit allowed per 27 students In attendance) 

3. Any district raising more than its support 
level through the sixteen mill levy must 
refund the excess to the state for redistri- 
bution to other districts, 

the Board Leeway Program 

the second portion of the Utah school finance plan is referred to as 
the Board Leeway Program* Its provisions include the following: 

1, Mstrict school boards can impose an 
additional levy of up to 12 mills, 

2, For each* mill authorized, the state will 
guarantee $212 per distribution unit, 

3, Any excess above $212 which ^s generated by 
the extra twelve tidlls can be retained by 
the local district. 

The Referendum Program 

This third part of the Utah plan includes the following provisions : 

) 

1. Through a referendum election » the district 
can approve up to an additional ten mills 
of taxation* 

2, the state guarantees an additional $110 per 
distribution unit for each mill taxed over 
28 mills up to 38 mills, 

3« Tax revenue generated in excess of the 
guaranteed amount may be retained by and 
utilized by the district, 

Additionally ^ a board of education may levy a tax at a rate up to 

12 tiaills for debt service or capital outlay. 
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NEW JERSEY 

A new •chool finance law was enacted in the State of New Jersey in 1970. 
This new finance law followed the major recomniendatijjns of a State Study 
Coimaiaaion, One of the major features of the new state law was that it 
provided for a classification of districts based upon the scope and quality 
of their programs ♦ Higher levels of state aid were offered as an incentive 
to program improvement through higher expenditures. Because the act was 
only partially funded, its equalization potential was sharply limited. 
Here again, the state's school financing system was held to be unconstitu- 
tional in a decision rendered in the Robinson vs> Gahill case in January 
1972. At tjhis time, a new finance pla^ has not been dete.rmined. 
CALIFORKU ' ' 

The first court decision related to the constitutionality of current 
school, fixiance plans based in large part upon local school district taxes 
was rendered in the State of California. There the case of Serrano vs. 
Priest challenged the school finance arrangement as a violation of the pro- 
visions in the Fourteenth Amendment ^o the Federal Constitution guaranteeing 
equal protection under the law. The California Supreme Court ruled that the 
school finance system discriminates against the poor. That court's state-* 
mtit that, "education may not be a function of wealth, except the wealth of 
.4be-tt«teiJ|8 a whole" has been the basis for most of the similar litigation 
filed in approximately 30 states # 

Subsequent to this decision in California, there have been a signifi- 
cant number of proposals for revisions to the California School Finance 
Plan. The California propbsals which we have reviewed cover a relatively 
wide range of approaches. To the best of our knowledge, none of the propo- 
sals has been adopted as of this writing. Accordingly, we shall not present 
the details of any o£ the California proposals here. 
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A WAINIKG FROM * . 

OiHER STATES * 

Actions of voters and legislators In other states In attempting to deal 
with the problems of school finance n^y provide a valuable Insight to Texas 
legislative leaders. ^ « 

Property Tax Changea 

Voter reaction to proposed property tax changes^ as illustrated by the 
November 1972 elections, and the inability of other legislatures to produce 
equitable school finance systems may be an indication that only the courts 
can force major changes in the way school support is provided. The follow- 
ing experiences are presented to reflect how voters reacted to proposed ^ 
property tax changes in the 1972 elections « 

A papkage of pjroposals for making significant changes in California*s 
tax structure was voted down nearly 2 to 1. The proposed amendments would 
have put tight ceilings on property taxes and would have called for signifi- 
cant changes in the wAy public schools are financed. Significant increases 
would have been made In such taxes as the corporate income tax, the combined 
state-local, sales and use tax, the cigarette tax, arid the liquor tax. 

. Michigan residents defeated 58!6 to 42% a proposal which would eliminate 
the local property tax as the main means for financing basic school programs 
In Colorado, a proposal to prohibit the use of property taxes for schools 
was defeated by a mijorlty of more than 70% of the voters. Coloradb had 
proposed to replace the property tax with higher inccjtae and sales taxes ♦ 

A proposed withdrawal of property tax support of public Schools in 
Oregon was beaten nearly 2 to 1. This proposal was not approved in a single 
county • * ' 
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Legislative Indecision 

Perhaps the action of the Ne^r Jersey legislature Is the most outstand-* 

Ing example of the reluctance of state legislators to enact tax reform 

measures. In July 1972, the New Jersey Legislature defeated a proposal for 

financing, that staters public schools,. The main idea of the proposal was to. 

obtain local prdpetty tax relief by having the state assume most of the 

costs of operating local schools. Costs of local school operation would be 

supported by a statewide property tax of $1 per $100 of assessed valuation 

and by a progressive inconie tax» The state had Intended to provide school 

districts with a uniform sum per pupils Local districts woul^<^ have had an 
9ptlon to spend more than the uniform support amount if local voters approved 

raising more f\mds through local levies^ The state would have shared in the 

extra cost under a formula that tied the staters contribution to'^the 

district *s tax base. Based on the actions of the New Jersey Legislature, 

many researchers And students of education finance reform have concluded 

that basic improvement in tax equity and school finance will result only from 

court action* 

There have been other states where legislatures have failed to adopt 
proposed school finance improvements in recent months. A district power 
equalizitig plan that would have eliminated local district wealth as a major 
determinant of school expenditures was introduced in the Kansas Legislature. 
However, this proposed legislation died in Committee. A New Hampshire pro-* 
posal providing a State income tax for school support only and a dlstrlbu^ 
tion plan incorporating differential costs based on particular programmatic 
and target group needs was defeated in the Legislature. Legislation intro- 
duced in Maryland in 1972 which would have provided the following school 
finance features died iny^otemittee: 

'17 ' 
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1* full state funding for all public schools* 

2« Bquallsatlon of per pupil expenditures within 
a three year period up to the level of the 
highest spending district* 

2* Increases in itate property and inconie taxes*- 

Court Hejectlon 

The Hew Jersey case, Robinson vs* Cahill t should provide a certain 
eiDOtmt of guidance to those individuals preparing revised school finance 
plans* In this case^ the court held that even thougjh the current financing 
plan, if ftilly Implenented, could provide substantially equal funding, it 
would be constitutionally tmacceptable because poorer districts would have 
to ti^ at higher rates than richer districts to reap the same benefits, 

the court *s decision in the New Jersey cage indicates that a revised 
school finance plan should provide both equ;jtty in taxation and equity in 
educJitiQnal opportunity (level of dollar liupport) * It also emphasises the 
fact that courts stand ready to act where legislatures are reluctant* 
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IV - NATIONAL SCHOOL 1?INANGE RESEARCH 



Just as the studies conducted in a number of other states may provide ^ 



results of certain natioiaai efforts may also be of help in this matter. 
A portion df the Committee's study program was devoted to a review of the 



Certain of the more salient considerations and conclusions of these 



national stiidy groups are presented in- this section of the re*port. 

NATIONAL EDUCATION 
FINANCE PROJECT 

The National Education Finance Project was a large scale study program 
funded by the tJ^ S. Office of Education and directed by a number of out- 
standing academicians in the area of school finance. Work on this project 
was begun in 1968 and completed in 1971. Some of the conclusions drawn 
from this project that are relevant to the matters under consideration in 
this report are summarized in the following statements: 



1* Financial equalization is most nearly accomplished when 
the following two conditions are met: 

* Varying educational needs of student populations 
are taken Into consideration before allocations 
are made* 

. Varying abilities of Ideal school districts to 
support education ate reduced or eliminated 
through the use of state resources. 

2. The extent to which financial resources for education 
are equallased does not depend as much upon the plan 
used (i.e., flat grant i equalization, etc.) as on the 
content of the plan and the extent to which it is 
financed from state and local sources. 

3. Funding the higher per pupil cost of educating the 
culturally disadvantaged should be accomplished 
through the adaptation of state allocation formulas. 
Achievement tests appear to be adequate identification 
criteria for defining target populations. 



helpful suggestions in resolving the Texas school finance dilemma, the 




studies relating to the matter of school finance. 
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4. The higher the percentage of school revenue provided 
from local revenues* the greater Is the possibility 
for unequal financial resources and unequal educa-* 
tlonal opportunity throughout the state • 

THE PRESIDENT'S CpMMlSSION 
OK SCHOOL FINAKCE 



The President ^s Commission on School Finance was established on 
March 3, 1970, to study and report to President Nixon on future revenue — 
needs and resources of the nation^ s public and nonpublic elementary 
schools* The Commission's recommendations were submitted in a final 
report dated March 1972* These recommendations covered areas of interest 
such aa: 

Preeminence dt state government in education; 

♦ Pull state funding of elementary and secondary 
education i 

« Strengthening state administration df education; 
. Saving the Inner city schools; 

• Encouraging early childhood education; * 
; Making the education system accountable; 

* Relating education to career needs; 

* creating afchool districts with balanced resources; 
$ Exploring Innovations and new alternatives; and 

• Asserting the national interest in education* 
Specific recommendations of the Commission which are applicable to 

''the Senate Committee's study program are summarized belo^* 

1. The ittate shbuld assume responsibility for financing 
SubstJiiitially all of the non-Federal outlays for ' . 
public Elementary and secondary education; local 
supplemitits should be permitted up to a level not 
exceeding 10% of the state allocation* * 
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2. State btidgetary and allocation criteria should Include 
dilf ferentlals based upon educmtlotial need and on varia- 
tions in educational costs vittiln various parts of the 
8tate« 



3. States should provide guidance rather than tnandatory 
controls to schools and school districts; localities 
^ should he given vide latittide to use resources pro-* 

^ vided by the state in ways best tneetliig the individual 
school *s and school district's needs and demands* 

4* In developing finance plans , it should be recognised 
that no feasible plan can eliininate all disparities 
in educational opportunity* 

5. Plans should utilise measures such as a *'Costs of • 
Educitlon Index" and ''EducatlonaX Need Indent'* in 
inaking adjUpttnents for stateidde variations ^in needs 

' " and costs* I 

6* Undur a new plan^ no school district should receive 
leAs resources than are now being utilised by that 
district* 

7. 'Progress for full state funding may Include steps 
■* - such as: . 

■' * . 

• Adoption of a statewide property tax levy for. 

education at a level significantly below present 
local property tax rates for schools; 

• Greatly increased reliance upon* state sales » 
personal and corporate incofiSi and other taxes 
for the support of schools; and 

• A phased shift to full state funding* 
THE NATIONAL LEGISUTIVB CONFERBMCff 

A special Co«ittee of the National Legislative Conference was charged 
to examine the school finance r^iquirements being developed by the courtii 
to explore the optional ichool finance plans available to state legislatures t 
and to recommend policy positions at the annual meeting of the Hutional 
Legislative Conference* 
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Among thfc bisic Issues on which the special committee reached agreement 

were the following: 

r. ; That states could assume responsibility for seeing 
■ that elementary and secondary schools are funded 
properly and that the "equal opportunity" respon- 
sibility enunciated in Serrano be accepted regard- 
less of the eventual outcome in the courts, because 
the Serrangr, principle is correct. 

2. That states put their taxing systems In order by 
reforming the administration of their real property 

> tax systems.* 

3. That states (a) review the governance of education 
and the relationships between the State Education 
Department and local district;s and (b) create effec- 
tive systems for both accpuntfability and meaaurement ^ 
of educational need and effective methods for admln- 

' ' later ing State and Federal funds. 

4. That the Federal government adopt a progr« of school 
support which Will enable the states to do what they 
must and Which will create a reliable, permanent, and 
predictable Federal role in school flnattciajj;. 

The special committee also concluded that whatever general 'guidelines 

are agreed upon by' individual states with regard to financing, a plan to 

be fair and equitable to both the taxpayer and the public school student 

mus^ by definition include: s 

^ . Equalization of. property taxes; and 

, Control of local expenditures. 
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V ^ SURVEY KBSULTS 

In an^^ffort to determine the thoughts of inany individuela end 
otganlxetlone, the Senate CoBunittee study staff developed a questionnaire 
nhich touches cm the central Issues of achool finance In Texas» This 
questionnaire, presented as fixhlblt A to this report, was mailed In 
August 1972 to 948 Individual representatives of* the following groups: 

• Legislative members and candidates, 

. State Board of Education members and candidates, 

. School superintendents > 

. School board presidents, 

. Members pf the Texas State Teachers Association, 

. Members of the Texas Classroom Teachers Association, 

. Members of the Texas Association of School 
Adminl8trat;orB, 

♦ Members of the Texas Association of, School Boards, 

* Members of the Texas Association of Secondary 
Schbol Principals, . T*. 

. Members of the Small Schools Association, 
. . Members of the Texas CongrfBS of PTA's, and 
. Advisors to the Senate Committee. 
Details of tha questionnaire responses received are presented in 
Exhibit B. 

A summary of our interpretation of the questionnaire responses is 
priaented Ift the'^followihg atatements* 

1. An 80/20 state/local partnership in funding is favored 
by more respondenta than any other alternative. Slgni** 
f leant sentiment was also expressed for ratios of 100/0 
and 90/10* 
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2* Retention of the Foundation Program Approach to allocating 
fundi seems to be favored by a majority of the respondents; 
however, there are almost an equal number who desire -that 
state fudds be unrestricted as to pr6gram purpose. 

More respondents favor average dally membership (ADM) as 
the basis for determining funding entitlement than any 
other alternative. 

There is substantial demand for at least a 1,0% optional 
local leeway to be provided from property taxes, A 
strong desire for equalising local leeway tax yield 
between districts was expressed, 

) 

^74% of all respondents beliifcve that school districts vith 
comparatively small enrollments should be encouraged to 
consolidate with legislative action being expressed as 
the most desirable alternative to achieving consolidation. 
' Legislative members $nd candidates do not favor this 
approach to achlevimg consolidation, 

6. Ho consensus can be reached on which students should be 
provided transportation. ^ 

?♦ A majority of the respondents favor a combination of state 
and local funds to i^rovide for caplt^ requirements. These 
funds wduld be supplemental to the basic finfncial plan* 

8. Preferred method of financing specific cost categoriei: 



3. 



4. 
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Category 

Administrative personnel 
Teaching personnel 
Clerical t custodial* 
' maintenance, and other 
personnel ^ * 
Deaf, hard of hearing 
Blind 

Mentally retarded 
Physically handicapped 
Emotionally disturbed 
Hyperkinetic 
Multihandlcapped 
Speech handicapped 
Pregnant students 
Slow learners 
Gifted students 
Disadvantaged (economically) 
Non-English speaking 



Preferred Method 

Basic support formula 
Basic support formula 



Basic support formula ^ 
Special grants based on need 
Special grants based on need 
Special grants based on need 
Special grants based on need 
Special grants based on need 
Special grants based on need 
Special grants based on nfted 
Special grants^biTsed ^on need 
Special grants based on need 
Basic support formula 
Basic support formula 
Special grants based on need 
Special grants based on need 
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Category Preferred Method 

Prekindergarteti / Not supported by state funds 

or ppeclltl grants based on 

\ need 

Adult education Special grants based on need 

Adult handicapped Special grants based on need 

Vocational education Basic support formula 

Driver training - Basic support formula 

Educational IV Special grants based on need 

or, basic support formula 

Research \ Special grants based on need 

sumnner school Enrichment Basic support formi^la 

Summer school remedial Basic support formula 

Transportation * tegular Basic support formula 
Transportation -- iSpeclal 

education Special grants based on need 
Facility maintenance and 




operations Basic support fc 

Capital construction cbsts Basic support foi 
Extracurriculat activities Not supported by state funds 

Importance attached to specific finance plan factors: 

a» Those considered /o be essential - 

• Ease of administering plan; 

4^ Recognition of differences in program 
operating costs; 

. Problems f^ced by districts with rapidly ^ 
increasing entollments; ^ 

• Statutory minimum compensation schedule 
for professional employees; 

• Use of staffing formulas to calculate 
funding entitlement; 

. Use of Inflation factors to automatically 
adjust formula allowanpes; 

• Sparse area school^rdblettis; and 

Consolidation of school districts with 
~ 3,ow enrollments* 

b* Those considered to^be desirable - 

4 Allowance for regional cost differences; 

■ ' ■ ■ ■ K 
. Phased Implement at ion of plan; 

. ti ti 



/ Allairan<^8 for ttunlcipal districts; 

• Ptoblenm faced by districts with declining 
eiirollments; 

• Statutory maxltnuitt compensation Schedules 
for professional enployees; 

• Inner city school problems; 

• High proportion, of students from non**English 
speaking families; and 

• High proportion of students from low income 
V families. 

10* A mtjority of respondents^ favor state supervision o3E 
property appraisal and local property tax collections. 

— r, . » 

ft* If additional sttte revenues are needed » the preferred 

ciources are a sties ta:ic increase, corporate Income taxes » 
and increased liquor and beer taxes. ^ 



12. -The f ollpfltrfng factors should be used in determining 

teacher salaries: 

Years of experience ^ 
. Amount of college training » 
. Quality of individual work, and 
. Minimum compensation schedule* 

13. A majority of the respondents favor reducing the general 
pupijl/teacher ratio of 25/1. 

14. There is strong sentiment for providing automatic annual 
adjustment in teacher salaries to reflect Increases in 
the cost of living. " ^ 
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. VI - ALTEBNAUVE REVENUE PLANg 

Three alternative plans for generating revenues to fund public schools 
were evaluated by the Ccnmnittee* Priniary considerations which were taken 
Into accoxmt in formulating these revenue alternatives included the 
follofiring: 

1* The tax burden should be equalized between 
local school districts ~ equal tax irates 
should generate equal revenues to the extent 
possible* 

2. Existing tax bases have a better chance of 
acceptance among -taxpayers generally than do 
new tax bases ♦ 

3, Any new revenue plan should be easily 
understood 4 

4, Local district taxpayers should have some _ 
opportunity to elect the level at which they V 

choose to provide financial support to their 
public schools. 

5. Any sharing of the financial burden between 
" - _ the State and local districts should 

recognize the capabilities of both partners 
to support educatioi>al expenditures. 

Details of the three revenue alternatives are discussed in the remain- 
ing portions of this section, 

PREgERKED kEV ENUE ALTERNATIVE ^ 

— — ^ — % 

At the conclusion of its deliberations, the Committee expressed a 
preference for one of the three revenue alternatives which it had under 
consideration* The revenue alternative which was most preferred by the 
Couwdttee is discussed here and referred to as the "Preferred Revenue 
Altetnativ^'h 

General Provisions 

The gtfeneral provisions of this revenue alternative provide for a 
continuation of the state and local partnership in supporting public school 
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education, Furthet, the provisions are such that the. current sources used 

iot providing the State *s share of revenues would be continued as would the 

arrangement for "guaranteed funding'* of the State's share. Property taxes 

would continue to be used as the basis for providing the local district's 

#hare in this partnership arrangetoent, A major difference between this 

alternative And the current plan is that the State and: local shares change 

frota a theoretical 80/20 ratio to a 60/40 ratio . At a first' glance, this. 

seems like a major change from^the existing arrangement. However, when we 

consider the fact that curtent provisions for local enrichment have resulted 

in an.*actxmt situation where^4% of the^unds supporting-Texas-public educa^ 

tion are provided from strffci^ources and 46% are provided from local 

Sdutces, we see that a 60/40 ratio is not totally inconslstent'^with current 

practice. A 60/40 sharing would actually increase the State's responsibility 

ai^ decrease the required local effort overall. 

Maximum Property 
Tax Rate 

A statewide maximum property tax rate would be established under this 

revenue alternative. This maximum property tax rate for support of the 

Basic Educational Program would change periodically and would would be 

calculated as follows: ^ 

Total statewide local funding - Statewide maximum 

Market value of all taxable Texas property tax rate 

State Funds 

To Be Distributed 

Utilizing the statewide maximum tax rate, calculated as indicated, the 
amount of state funds to be distributed to individual districts would be 
determined in accordance with the following formula: 
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District support entitlement 
-District computed tax revenue (district's market value x statewide 
maximum tax rate) 

-^Availab^e School Fund per capita distribution 

•State support to district (Foundation School Funds) 

From the above formula, it is obvious that distributions from the 
Available School Fund are to be considered as part of the State's contribu- 
tion to local districts. However, the per capita distribution from this 
fund would be made to every>-tlistrict even though local tax revenues of an 
individual district might exceed the district's total support entitlement 
or in the event that the state support to district (see formula above) was 
less than zero*^. 

Minimum Tax Rate 

This approach allows individual school districts* the option to levy an 
actua^l tax rate which is less than the statewide maximum tax rate if they 
wish to spend less than their support entitlement for public school purposes. 
In order to establish a minimum level of public support and a minimum level 
of effort, districts normally would not be allowed to levy an actual rate 
which Is less than 75% of the statewide maximum tax rate. However, in 
certain districts where the application of a 75% tax would generate revenues 
greater than the district's support entitlement plus allowable enrichment^ 
such districts would be limited to tax rates which would generate only the 
ainount of support entitlement plus allowable enrichment (when combined with 
the Available School Fund dlsirlbutlon) or the amount Of the previous year's 
p^r pupil support, whichever is greater^ This provision is such that Some 
districts would be allowed tax rates less than 75% of the state maximum tax 
rate* 

Local Enrichment - 

1 The matter of providing additional enrichment to the support entitle- 
ment of individual districts might normally be considered more a matter of 

59 



VI-4 

distribution of fimds than one of generation of funds. Nevertheless, we 
believe It desirable to present here an indication of the provisions for en- 
riching support "entitletoent bepause it has a bearing upon the amount of funds 
to be generated by local school districts. 

Two of the three revenue alternatives considered by the Senate 
Cominittee provide for local enrichment beyond regular support entitlement in 
an amount not to exceed 10% of the tegular support entitlement. Under the 
.-/preferred Revenue Alternative, the funds to be provided for enriching normal 
support entitlement would come from an optional local district tax. A 
statewide ifiaximum property tax rate for providing local enrichment or leeway 
would be calculated. In those cases where the application of a maximum 
statewide leeway tax did not generate sufficient revenues to fund the allow- 
able enrichment, state contributions would be used to supplement this optional 
local tax. The situations where state contributions would be required would 
occur in those districts which have ''per pupil property market values" below 
the statewide average. Those districts above the statewide average "per 
pupil property market value" would tax at a rate that would yield the allowed 
enrichment (never more than'' 10% of the suppott entitlement). 

No local enrichment would be allowed for districts which generate more 
tax revenue than their total support entitlement plus allowable leeway by 
applying a tax rate of 75% (ot less) of the statewide maximum property tax 

0 

^^te. ^ 

Other Considerations 

Special problems are created by districts which generate total tax 
revenues in excess of their total support entitlement plus allowable leeway 
when applying a tax rate of 75% of the maximum. The Preferred Revenue 



Alternative makes no provision for contributions to a state equalization 
fund by such districts. Instead, such districts would be required to limit 
per pupil revenues to support entitlement plus allowable leeway or to 
1972-73 per pupil expenditure levels (whichever is greater) and to reduce 
tax rates so that tht amounts generated do not exceed such a limit. 
Computerized Projections * 

This Preferred Revenue Alternative is referred to as Revenue Plan No; 1 
in the indexing. of the results achieved by applying the Committee's revenue 
alternatives and dlstributipn alternatives to each of the 1,1^9 school 
districts in Texas. 4 
EQUALIZATION HIND 

REVEKUE ALTERNATIVE t . 

An alternative revenue plan considered by the Senate Committee waa one x 
containing the same characteristics as the Preferred Revenue Alternalfive 
with the following exceptions: 

; 1. The per capita distribution from the Available / 

j School Fund- would not be made to those dlstrl^ets 

I where the local tax revenues generated by ^t^iply- 

ing the statewide maximum tax rate excelled the 
district's total support entitlement plus allow'- 
able leeway* 

2. Provisions' would be made for contributions to a 
State Equalization Fund by districts which 
generated total tax revenues in excess of their 
total support entitlement phjis allowable leeway 
* . by applying the Iitatewl4e maximum tax rate. 

nils Equalization Fund Reveuue Alternative is Indexed as revenue 

atlve No, 2 in the proj^ectlons of results achieved by applying 

I comblnVtlons of the revez^ue and distribution alternatives to Texas school 

' districts 
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STAXEWm PHDPERTY * 
TAX ALTERNATIVE 

The Senate Committee also considered a plan under which all public 
school financing would be provided by the State. This alternative contem- 
plated that the current state revenue sources and funding provisions appli- 
cable to public school education would be continued. In addition, a state- 
wide property tax would be assessed and u6ed as a substittibc for the revenues 
which had previously been generated by the assessment of a local district 
property tax. Under this alternative, property taxes would be assessed and 
collected by a stAte agency; No, local enrichment of support entitlemettt 
amounts would be allowed. The amount of the statewide property tax rate 
would change periodically. It ^would be established in accordance with the 
following formula: 

Revenues previously generated by local property taxes « Statewide property 
Market value of all taxable Texas property tax rate 

This ifBventie alternative Is indexed as No. 3 In the projections of 

effect upon local school districts. 
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VII - ALTERHATIVli DISTRIBUTION PLANS 

In addition to a plali for generating revenuaa, a comprehensive public 
acbool finance plan woat* Include a baala for distributing or allocating the 
avallabli^ revenues to local school dlstri^. Four alternative dlstribu^ 
tion plans nere-considered in the Setiiti^^^ fihal deliberations. 

The characteristics of each of these four alternatives for determining dis- 
trict entitlement are presented in this section of the report along with the 
consideritions used by the study staff in fortoulatlng the alternatives. 



CONSIDEIATIOSS IN 

, fOBMULATING ALTEKHATIVES ^ 

Several specific considerations w^re taken into account »in the process 

It 

of developing alternative distribution planis. These considerations are 

sumaiarlsed in the following statements. 

1^ Equal educational opportunity (as determined by 
relatively equal financial support) should be 
provided to each child. 

2« A large measure of control should be exercised 
by individual districts in determining spending 
priorities* 

3* local enrichment prerogatives should be limited 
in order to preclude vide variations in the 
level of financial support provided between 
districts. / 

4* In seeking to equalise financial support ^ it 
would be desirable to equalise upward to kt 
least the level of spending enjoyed by the 
district spending at the 75th percentile of all 
texas districts ♦ 

.,' 

i 5. The primary bails for determining a district's 

entitlement to revenues should be the number of 
district students in average daily membership 
(ADM). 

6. Distribution plant sliould be easy to understand 
and to administer* 
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7. The alternatives shoulSd Include one or more 
plans not baaed on rigid! staffing fommlas. 

The 'four alternatives which were developed and for which projections of 

fiilanclal support entitlement have be?n calculated generally incorporate 

the above considerations* They aire described in subsequent paragraphs. 

PRIMARY BASIS V't: - ^ * 

FOR DISTRIBUTION 

The current Foundation School Program bases personnel, operational 
costs, and transportation allowances upon the number of students in average 
dally attendance (ADA) • Distribution alternatives considered by the Senate 
Committee have been based upon the number o£ students In average daily tnem- 
bershlp (ADM) rather* than on ADA. The basic reasoning for the use of ADM 
is that local districts are required to provide staff, facilities, and 
supplies based upon membership, not upon attendance. Most recent school 
finance plans proposed for other states have been based upon ADM, not upon 
ADA/ 

PREFERRED DISTRIBUTION PLAK 

Just as it expressed a preference for one of the revenue alternatives, 
the Senate Committee also expressed a preference for a distribution 
alternative. The preferted distribution plan when taken as a whole with 
the preferred revenue alternative has been referred to as the "Improved 
Foundation School Program Variable Personnel Component/' This designa- 
tion is based upon the fact that the preferred distribution plan would 
provide districts with a general level of staffing but would allow individual 
distticti to determine their specific staffing composition.;* 
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•0525 personnel 
units allowed 
for each weighted 
average dally 
member (HADM) 



The characterintics of the preferred distribution plan may be summariz- 
ed as follows t 

1* Financial support for a personnel component 
Would be provided and would be calculated 
using the following fottoula: 

* ^ ■ ^ ' . 

• Classroom teachers 
Kindergarten teachers 
Vocational teachers 
Exceptiontl children teachers 
Special service tmlts 
Counselors 

Part time principals 
Assistant principalis 
Principals 
Superintendents 
Admlnlstritive personnel 
Teacher Aides 

• WADM to be computed by applying tlie following 
weights to the average daily membership (ADM) 

"\ of each category. 

Regular education 1-6 1.00 

Regular education 7^9 1,20 

Regular education 10-12 1*40 

Full-time kindergarten ^ 1*30 

Full-time special educatlob 

Physlciil handicap 3.25 

Mental handicap 1,90 

Speech handicap 1*48 

Full«»tlme vocational education 1*80 

. individual districts determine their desired mix 
of personnel up to their full entitlement of 
units (.0525 units per WADM) • 

• Different levels of teachers » administrators » 
And. employees are assigned personnel unit , 

-weights related to the Texas State Public 
Education dompensatlon Plan as follows; 
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Teacher Bachelori degree, certified 
teacher -r Maaters degree, citified* 
Special iervice unit (Nurae, Librarian) 

Bachelors degree 
Special service unit (Nurse, Libtarikn) 

Masters degree* 
Teacher - No degree, certified** 
Special service unit - No degree 
Counselor ' . 

Supervisor 
Principal 

Assi^dtant ptinclpal 
Partrtime principal 
Administrative 
Superintendent 
Aides 

Cleirlcal personnel 

^Position rated at 1,10 in the Texas State Public 
Education Couipensation Plan, but included in per- 
J5, sonnel weighting at a reduced level to encourage 
use of personnel with masters degrees* 

i 

**Posltion rated at .95 in tl^e Texas State Public 
Education Compensation Plan, but included in pet- 
soxmel weighting at an incteased level to 
discourage use of teachers without degrees. 

• Allowances to districts would be based on salary 
levels set forth in the Texas State Public Educa- 
tion Compensation Plan. 

A transportation component would provide financial 
support for transporting students living two 
or more miles from the schools they attend. An 
allowance for each eligible pupil transported would 
be based upom each district's denilty ^factor --^ 
eligible pupils transported (daily) dlVidW by 
route miles traveled (daily) . Suggested allowances 
for density factors are as followaj 
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1.00 
1*05 

1.00 



1.05 
1.00 
95 

.20 . 
1.20 

1.30-1.50 
1.20-1.40 
.20- .25 
1.20-2.00 
1.50-2.50 
.50- .75 
.50- .75 
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IXtnlty Pactot 



Annual Allotrance 
Per Pnpll 

$ 120.00 
116.00 
111,00 
106.00 

99,00 

93.00 

86.00 

81.00 

76.00 

72.50 

65.^00 

56.00 

52.50 

46.00 

43.00 

41.00 

39.00 

35.00 

31.00 

28.00 

24.00 



3. A maintenance and opet:«tlon« component of $70 per ^ 
weighted average dally member would be provided to 
Beet coats of operating and maintaining school 
facilities » equlpmentr, and property* 

4 . A program emphasis component of $100 per average 
daily member would be provided to meet the unique 
^eds of each individual district. Funds pro-- 
vided under this component would be expended in 
accordance With priorities determined by local 
distrJtcts. 

5. Other support factors would be provided as follows: 
s Ptt«*«chool age deaf 



•200 


ai&d below 


• 201 


ta 


•250 


•251 


to 


.299 


•300 


to 


.349 


.350 


to 


.399 


•400 


to 


.449 


•450 


to 


A. AA 

.499 


•500 


to 


IF A A 

♦ 599 


•600 


to 


it A A 

.699 


♦700 


to 


*V A A 

.799 


.800 


to 


.999 


1.000 


to 


1.199 


1.200 


to 


1,399 


1.400 


to 


1.599 


1.600 


to 


1.799 


1.800 


to 


1.999 


2*000 


to 


2.499 


2.500 


to 


2,999 


3.000 


to 


3.999 


4.000 


to 


5.999 


6.000 


and above 



County*-wlde day achool for deaf 



Educatloxial television 



Regional computer aervlcea 
and media centers 

Teacher sick leave 



Ko change from current 
plan 

No change from current 
plan 

No change from current 
plan 

No change from current 
plan 

$25 per day 
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. Student teaching X. change from ciirrent 

plan 

. Supplemental salary aid No change from |:urrent 

plan, * 

. Pre-sehool fion-English speaking No thange from current 
% ^ plan 

6* Local enrichtffcent not to exceed 10% of the total amount . 
determined through the five foregoing support compo- 
nents could be provided if local district taxpajters 
enact an optional local tax» This leeway optio^.8 
permissible under revenue plans 1 and 2 only, a| 
not under the fully state support;ed revenue alterna- 
tive. * 

Basic support entitlement ^and local enrichment allowances have been 



calculated under this distribution alternative for all Texas districts 
based upon 1970-71 data elem*ents. The preferred distribution plan is in- 
dexed as Ho. 2 in the projections. 
STRUCTOBED PERSONNEL ALTERNATIVE 

One of the distribution alternatives considered Is based upon a formula * 
approach generally similar to that used for determining^ district entitle- 
ment under the current Foundation School Program, Because this alternative 
provides specific personnel classification allowances^ the study staff has 
referred to it as the 'Improved Foundation School Program - Structured 
Personnel Component." Characteristics of this alternative are summarized 
In the following statements. 

1. The perionncl component would provide fltitnclal 
support for itaff a« follows: 

. Classroom teachers 1 per 25 ADM ^, 

. Kindergarten teachers 1 per 20 full-time ADM 

. Vocational teachers /' 1 per 14 full-tltne AM 

. Exceptional children teachers 1 per i; full-time ADM 
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• S|ieclftl tetvlde iixilta ) 

Supervisor* ) 

Counselors ) 

Part time principals ) 

Assistant principal* ) 

Principals ) 

Superintendents ^ ) 
Administrative personnel ) 

. Teacher aides r 1 per 200 ADM 

; Specif ic dollar allowances would be ^^^^^ 
^ tbe salary levels set forth lit the Texas State 
Public Education Compenaatlott Plan. 

2* Financial support provided under the transportation 
component would be calculated In the same manner as 
proposed In the Senate Committee Vs preferred distri- 
bution plan. This calculation is explained oh 
pages VII-4 and * ^ 

3 . Thcw maintenance and operations component would 
be determined as follows: • ^ 

. Regular educatlpn $70 per ADM \ 

. Vocational education $126 i^er full-time ADM 

* Special education ^ $168 per full-time ADM 

^. • ■ . *. - 

4. A program etpphasls component of $100 per ADM would 
be provided and used In accordance with locally 
detsarmlned priorities. 

> 5> Other support factors would be provided In the 

same manner as proposed in the preferred distri- 
bution plan» these provisions are described on 
pages VIl-5 and VII-6. 

6. ''Enactment of an optional local tax, permissible 
under revenue plans 1 and 2 only, would enable 
the district to provide local enrichment not to 
^ exceed 10% of the total amoxmt determined thtou^ 
^ the five foregoing support components. 

This distribution alternative Itg^ indexed as Ko. 1 in our projections 

of the results obtained by applying this alternative' to Texas districts 

utilising 1970-71 data, - * , 



1 per 100 ADM 




VII-8 



SlgPOKT ALtEHNATlVE j 

The Senate Gonmlttee also cotutideted two alternatives which do not re- . 
late in any manner to specific cost elenents of the education program, i.e*, 
personnel^ traneportatloiij etc» lAll funds provided under these two alterna- 
tives would be expended In accordance with locally determined educational 
ptografits, so long as mlnlaiusi accreditation standards adopted by the State 
Board of Education were satisfied. One of these alternatives is based 
upon an approach providing unrestricted support grants of varying aniounts 
determined by program levels. Under this approach, total basic district 
support entltlexnent would be detemdned as follows: 

. Regular education 1-6 $_625.00 per ADM 

. Regular education 7-9 $ 75(hQ0 per ADM 

. Regular education 10-^12 $ 875.00 per ADM 

* Kindergarten' $ 812.50 per full-time ADM 

. Special education $1*562.50 per full-time ADM 

. . Vocational education $1,125.00 per full-time ADM 

J 

Local enrichment not to exceed 10% of the basic entitlement could be provided 
throujph an op tlonar'' local tax under revenue plans 1 and* 2 . 

This alternative Is indexed as No. 3 in the projections of support 
levels.. ~ 

DISTRICT SIZE _ _ — ^_ 

SUPPORT ALtEBNATlVE 

The other alternative which provides tinrestricted grants and does not 

telate to specific Cost elements of the education program utilizes a concept 

^ under i^hlch the higher "unit costs" of smaller districts are recognized. 
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Under this alternative , unrestricted support grants are made with higher 

"per unit" allowances for smaller districts. Specific levels of support 
» 

i^uld be as follows : 

. Districts with 10,000 and over ADM $670 per ADM 
. Districts with 2,500 to 9,999 ADM $720 per ADM 

. Districts with 1 to 2,499 AIM $770 per Am 

A 10% local enrichment prerogative is alsp allowed under this distribution 
plan when combined with revenue alternatives 1 and 2> 

In the projections of results obtained by applying the various alterna- 
tives, this alternative is indexed as No. 4. 
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VIII - EFFECT OF ALTERNATIVE PLANS ON LOCAL DISTRICTS 



Appropriate teiting of alternative finance plans can only be accomplished 

through an analyiia of their effect upon the local districts involved. As * 

Indicated earlier, the effect of the several revenue and distribution alter- 

nitivea (deicribed in Section VI and VII) on all Texas School districts has 

been projected and these projections are available in Senator Mauzy^s office 

and in the Texaa Education Agency. A brief summary of the effects of these 

altetnatlvea on a repreaentative group of districts is presented in this 

■ectlon of the report. The representative districts used in this summary 

have been chosen based upon size and location differences » as well as their 

relevance to the subject matter and the makeup of the Senate Committee. 

the districts Included (listed in order of size) are: 

Houston ISD 
Dallas ISD 
Ft. Worth ISD 
San Antonio ISD 
Austin ISD 
*Edgewood ISD 
Midland ISD ^ 
Texarkana ISD 
Alamo Heights ISD 
Burleaoii ISD 
Everman ISD 
Andrews ISD 
City View ISD 
" Seaton CSD 

In structuring thid analysis of alternatives, we have considered each 
of the three revenue alternatives in connection with each of the four distri- 
bution alternatives. The reader should refer to Sections^VI and VII of the 
repbrt for descriptions of the revenue and distribution alternatives. All • 
data prei«nted are based upon 1970-71 Information. 
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lUUSTRATION A 

IMPROVEfa FOUNDATION SCHOOL PROGRAM ' STRUCTURED PERSONNEL CO 
. PREFERRED REVENUE ALTERNATIVE 

PUW 1-1 



BASIC PROGRAM* 



OPTIONAL LOCAL LEEWAY 



Tot 



Houitdn ISD 
Dallas ISD 

Port Worth ISD 

r 

San Antonio ISD 
Austin ISD 
Edgewood ISD 
Midland ISD 
Taxarkana ISD 
Alamo Helghti ISD 
Burlaaon ISD 
"Everman ISD 
Andrawa ISD 
City View ISD 
Seaton CSD 



Local 


State 

1 


Revenue 
P«r ApM 


Local 


fl A* A A* A 

staca 


Revenue 
Per ADM 


Tax 
£atfi 


Reve 


44.2% 


55 . 87. 


$ 621 


100.07. 


- 7. 


$63 


11.99(? 


$ 6 


43.5 


56.5 


619 


100.0 


- 


62 


12.20 


6 


25.4 


74.6 


640 


62.3 


37.7 


64 


13.01 


-7! 


20.4 


79.6 


617 


50.0 


50.0 


62 


13.01 


6; 


28.3 


71.7 


641 


69.5 


30.5 


64 


13.01 


7i 


4.4 


95.6 


569 


10.8 


89.2 


57 


13.01 


6: 


30.8 


69.2 


645 


75.7 


24.3 


64 


13.01 




25.3 


74.7 


663 


62.2 


37.8 


66 


13.01 


7; 


42.4 


57.6 


664 


100.0 




67 


12.50 


7: 


15.1 


84.9 


615 


37.0 


63.0 


61 


13.01 


6i 


17.1 


82.9 


593 


41.9 


58.1 


59 


13.01 


61 


380.1 
25.7 


16.8 
74.3 


2,5&\ 
585 


•kit /^^* 

63.1 36.9 


** 
58 


** 
13.01 


2,5 


163.5 


19.1 


1,043 


** 


** 


** 




l,0i 



^Statawlda maxlnmm tax rata la 53.00^ par $100 tnarkat valua. 

^Laaway not parmlttad bacauaa dlatrlct'a tax ylald axcaeda Basic Program Entltlament plua 
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IlLUSTRATION A 

FOUKPATIOM SCHOOL PROGRA M - STROCTURED PERSONNEL COMPONENT 
PRRPERRED RE\^NIIE ALTERNATIVE 



BASIC FROCRAM"^ 


OPTTONAL LOCAL LEEWAY 


Total 


1970-71 


Total 


Computed 


Local 
1 


State 
% 


Revenue 

Per ADM 


Cocal 


£9 J* M A» A 

Stat6 


K€V€nU0 

Per ADM 


1 ax 


Revenue 
Per ATM 


Revenue 
Per ADM 


Tax 
Rate 

ill T T 


1970-71 
7ax Rate 


44. 2X 


55.87. 


$ 621 


100.07. 


- 7. 


$63 


11.99(? 




$ 598 


64. 99(1: 


54.92c 


43.5 


56.5 


619 


100. 0 


- 


62 


12.20 


681 


645 


65.20 


71.72 


25.4 


74.6 


640 


62.3 


37.7 


64 


13.01 


704 


573 


66.01 


78.45 


20.*4 


79.6 


617 


50.0 


50.0 


62 


13.01 


679 


545 


66.01 


58.51 


28.3 


71.7 


641 


69.5 


30.5 


64 


13.01 


705 


638 


66.01 


73.70 


4.4 


95.6 


569 


10.8 


89.2- 


57 


13.01 


626 


360 


66.01 


49.70 


30.8 


69.2 


645 


75.7 


24.3 


64 


13.01 


709 


656 


66.01 


84.51 


25.3 


74.7 


663 


62.2 


37.8 


66 


13.01 


729 


571 ' 


66.01 


45.72 


42.4 


57.6 


664 


100.0 




67 


12.50 


731 


776 


65.50 


67.26 


15.1 


84.9 


615 


37.0 ' 


63.0 


61 


13.01 


676 


482 


66.01 


55.80 


17.1 


82.9 


593 


41.9 


58.1 


59 


13.01 


652 


453 


66.01 


"70.78 


380.1 


16.8 


2,580 


■k-k 


** 


** 


** 


2,580 


1,350 


53.00 


26.35 


25.7 


74.3 


585 


63.1 


36.9 


58 


13.01 


643 


385 


66.01 


23.55 


163.5 


19.1 




** 


** 


** 


** 


1,043 


368 


53.00 


9.30 



|li 53.00$ per $100 market value. 

e dlitrict*« tax yield exceeda Basic Program Entitlement plui the 10% allowable leeway. 




VIIt-2 

NATUtffi OF THE * ^ 

ANALYSIS ^ . 

A total alternative finance plan is comprised of a revenue alternative 
and a distribution alternative > The analysis of each total plan Is consider- 
. ed In terms of what is provided for a Basic Educational Program or Basic 
Program and what Is provided under optional local leeway (or local enrich- 
ment^ • Comparisons are also made of the total maximum reveitue which might 
be provided under each alternative with the actual amounts of revenue receiv- 
ed In 1970*71^ Additionally, a comparison Is made between the total or maxi- 
mum tax rate which would be Impo^d under the new alternative and the 
district's actual 1970-^71 tax rate adjusted for application to market value. 

STRUCTtJRED PERSOHNEL 
DISTRIBOTION ALTERNATIVE 

The Structured Personnel Distribution Alternative is described on page 

i 

Vil-^. The effects of this distribution alternative combined with each of 

the three revenue alternatives are analyzed below. 

Preferred Revenue 
Altern ative 

. ^ 

Effects of the total finance plan achieved by combining the Structured 

Personnel Distribution Alternative with the Senate Committee's Preferred 
.Revenue Alternative may be s^een in the facing page illustration. 

Theoretically, this alternative provides for State and local sharing 
in a 60/40 ratio. The facing page Illustration indicates that local percent- 
ages of support for the Basic Program under this alternative range between 
4.4% and 380. 1%» There are two situations in the representative districts 
where the local district's share exceeds 100% of the Basic Program entitle- 

s 

mcnt. These situations occur in Andrews ISD and in Seaton CSD. In both 

situations, the application of the maximum statewide tax rate of 53<f per 

$100 of market value generates yields which exceed the district's Basic 

*► 

/ 



Program cntltletiient plus allowrablc leeway. In such situations, there needs 
ta be a special provision limiting the amount of revenues provided to these 
districts to that which was provided in a base year until such time as the 
district's Basic Program entitlement plus allowable leeway exceeds the base 
. year revenues. Such a provision is described .nrore fully on pages VI-4 and 
5 ot this report. Only five of the fourteen sample districts provide 40% or 
more of their Basic Program support from local district tax revenues* The 
other nine districts provide less than 40% of their Basic Program support 
from local district taxes. 

the proportion of Basic Program entitlement which is provided from state 
funds ranges between 16.8% for Andrews ISD to 95.6% for Edgewood ISD. Funds 
provided to Andrews ISD from state sources under this alternative would be 
those cbming from the per capita distribution of the Available School Fund. 
The reader should remember that these funds would be distributed to all 
districts t regardless of tteed or ability to generate revenues, under the 
Preferred Revenue Alternative • 

Basic Program revenues provided to districtg under this alternative 
range from a low of $569 per ADM in Edgewood to a high of $2^580 per ADM In 
Andrews. Actually, the amount provided in Andrews would be less than 
$2,580 because of the special provision limiting the amount of revenues 
which districts could receive* If we omit Andrews and Seaton from the 
analysis, the range is from $569 per ADM to $664 per ADM* A range of this 
magnitude is brought ^bout by such factors as the degrees earned and 
experience of teachers in the in^vidual districts, differing student popu- 
lation mixes , and the use of specially supported programs such 'as drivers 
education or educational televison* Amounts of support are determined in 

76 ^ . 



Houston ISD 
Dallas ISD 
Fort Worth ISD 
San Antonio ISD 
Austin ISD 
Edgewood ISD 
Midland ISD 
Texarkana ISD 
Alamo Heights ISD 
Burleson ISD 
Everman ISD 
Andrews ISD 
City View ISD 
Sea ton CSD 



ILLUSTRATION B 

IMPROVED FOUNDATION SCHOOL PROGRAM - STRUCTURED PERSONNEL COMB 
EQUALIZATION FUND REVENUE ALTERNATIVE 
PLAN 1-2 



BASIC PROGRAM* 
Local State Revenue 
7. i % Per ADl4 



44.27. 55.8% 
43.5 56.5 



25.4 
20.4 
28.3 
4.4 
30.8 
25.3 
42.4 
15.1 
17.1 

100.0 
25.7 

100.0 



74.6 
79.6 
71.7 
95.6 
69.2 
74.7 
57.6 
84.9 
82.9 

74.3 



$621 
619 
640 
617 
641 
569 
645 
663 
665 
615 
593 
650 
585 
571 



OPTIONAL LOCAL 



Local State Revenue Tax 



LEEWAY 



% % 

100.07 - 7. 
100.0 

62.3 37.7 

50.0 50.0 

69.5 30.5 

10.8 89.2 

75.7 24.3 

62.2 37.8 
100.0 

37.0 63.0 
41.9, 58.1 

100.0 

t 

63.1 36.9 
100.0 -. 



Per ADM Rate 



$63 
62 
64 
62 
64 
57 
64 
66 
66 
61 
59 
65 
59 
57 



11.990 

12.20 

13.01 

13.01 

13.01 

13.01 

13.01 

13.01 

12.50 

13.01 

13.01 

1.39 
13.01 

3.24 



♦Statewide maximutn tax rate is 53.00c per $100 market value. 
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: IliUSTRATION B 

PROVED FOUtmATlDN SCHOOL PROGRAM - STRUCTURED PERSONNEL COMPONENT 
gQUALIZATION FUND REVENUE ALTERNATIVE ' 
PLAN 1-2 



BASIC PROGRAM* OPTIONAL LOCAL LEEWAY Total 1970-71 Total Computed 



leal 
? 


State 
% 


Revenue 
Per ADM- 


Local 

1 


State 

1 


Revenue 
Per ADM 


Tax 
Rate 


Revenue 
Per ADM 


Revenue 
Per ADM 


Tax 
Rate 


iy /u- / J. 
Tax Rate 




55.8% 


$621 


100.0% 


- 7, 


$63 


11.99t 


$684 


$ 598 


64.99c 


54.920 


•5 


56.5 


619 


100.0 




62 


12.20 


681 


645 


65.20 


71.72 


A 


74*6 


640 


62.3 


37.7 


64 


13.01 


704 


573 


66.01 


78.45 ^ 


1.4 ' 


79.6 


617 


50.0 


solo 


62 


13.01 


679 


545 


66.01 


58.51 


.3 


71.7 


641 


69.5 


30.5 


64 ' 


13.01 


705 


638 


66.01 


73.70 


1.4 


95.6 


569 


10.8 


89.2 


57 


13.01 


626 


360 , 


66.01 


49.70 


1 R 




649 


75.7 


24.3 


64 


13.01 


709 


656 


66.01 


84.51 


i.3 


74.7 


•663 


62.2 


37.8 


66 


13.01 


729 


571 


66.01 


45.72 


1.4^ 


57.6 


665 


100.0 




66 


12.50 


731 


776 


65.50 


67.26 


i.l 


84.9 


615 


37.0 


63.0 


C 1 

61 


IJ .Ui 


0/0 


Hot 


op. ux 




'.1 


82.9 


593 


41,9 


58.1 


59 


13.01 


652 


453 


66.01 


70.78 


1.0 




650 


100.0 




65 


1.39 


715 


1,350 


54.39 


26.34 


i.7 


74.3 


585 


63.1 


36.9 


59 


13.^)1 


643 


385 


66.01 


23.55 






571 


100.0' 




M 


3.24 


628 


368 


56.24 


9.30 


iS.OO^ per $100 market value. 
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VIII-4 

part by the Texas State Public Education Compensation Flan vhich provides 
higher levels of support for advanced degrees and added experience. 
Obviously, other factors such as the transportation component contribute to 
the differential in the support provided. 

Vith regard to local leeway » we see that three jof the districts would 
receive no state funds for local leeway. Nine districts would be entitled 
to teceive additional state subsidies in support of local leeway if the 
voters in those districts opt for maximum local enrichment. No additional 
3- local leeway would be allowed in Andrews or in Seaton because the tax yield 
in those two districts would generate revenues greater than Basic Program 
support plus * allowable leeway* 

Comparison of the range of\total tax rates produced under this plan 

\ 

indicates that the maximum tax rate to support the Basic Program would be 53C 
per $100 of market value while the maximum rate to support the program plus 
allowable leeway would be 66.01c per $100 of market value. This range com- 
pares with an actual 1970-71 tax rate (adjusted) of 9.30c per $100 of market 
value in Seaton to 84.51c per $100 of market value in Midland. 

Statewide funding averages under this alternative would be as follows: 

Basic Program revenues per ADM $676 
Maximum leeway pet ASM 61 
Total support per ADM •737 
Basic Program allowance per ADM 639 \ 

Using the maximum tax rate, the minimum funding allowance, including leeway, 

to be received by any district would be $624 per ADM and the maximum would 

.be $48,277. This maximum allowance would be reduced by imposing the 

limitation provision described on pages VX-4 and 5. 

Equalissation Fund , 

Revenue Alternative ' i 

Results of applying this total finance plan alternative to the represent- 
tative districts may be seen in the facing page il^lustration. 
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ILLUSTRATION C 






IMPROVED FOUNDA.TION SCHOOL PROGRAM - STRUCTURED PERSONNEL COMPC 






STATEWIDE PROPERTY TAX REVENUE ALTERNATIVE 










PLAN 1-3 








BASIC PROGRAM OPTIONAL LOCAL LEEWAY 


Total 




Local 

1 


Duace 


x\ev6uiU6 liOcax duolc 
Per ADM % % 


Per ADM Rate 


ivevenv 
Per AI 


Houston ISD 


55.87. 


$621 Not 


Allowed - - - 


$621 


Dallas ISD 


43.5 


56.5 


619 " - - Not 


Allowed - - - 
/ 

Allowed - - - 


61S 


Fort Worth ISD 


25.4 


74.6 


640 - - - Not 


64( 


San Antonio ISD 


20.4 


79.6 


617 Not 


Allowed - - ^ 


617 


Austin ISD 


28.3 


71.7 


641 Not 


Allowed - - - 


64] 


Edgewood ISD 


4.4 


95.6 


569 Not 


Allowed - - - 


56S 


Midland ISD 


30.8 


69.2 


645 Not 


Allowed - - - 


64; 


Texarkana ISD 


25.3 


74.7 


663 Not 


Allowed - - - 


663 


Alamo Heights ISD 


42.4 


57.6 


665 Not 


Allowed - - - 


66: 


Burleson ISD 


15.1 


84.9 


615 - - - Not 


Allowed - - - 


6i; 


Everman ISD 


17.1 


82.9 


593 Not 


Allowed ^ - - 


59: 


Andrews ISD 


100.0 




650 Not 


Allowed - - - 


. 65( 


City View ISD 


25.7 


74.3 


585 Not 


Allowed - - - 


58: 


Sea ton CSD 

f - 


100.0 




571 Not 


Allowed - - - 


57] 












« 


• 

BO 


• 


<• 
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; ILLUSTRATION C 

f " 

Improved foundation school program - structured personnel component 

\ 

j statewide property tax revenue alternative 

[ , PUN 1-3 



basic program 



optional local leeway 



Total 1970-71 Total 



3.5 



State 

1 


Revenue 
Per ADM 


Local State 

1 1 


Revenue 
Per ADM 


Tax 
Rate 


Revenue 
Per ADM 


Revenue ^ 
Pel: ADM° 


Tax 
Rate 


1970-71 
Tax Rate 


55.87. 


$621 


- - - Not 


Allowed 


* 


!f ^ ( 


$ 598 


53.00c 


54.920 


56.5 


619 


- - - Not 


/ 

Allowed ' 


- - - 




645 


53.00 


71.72 


74.6 


640 


Not 


Allowed 


. . 


640 


573 


53.00 


78.45 


79.6 


61? 


- - - Not 


Allowed 


« . 


617 


545 


53.00 


58.51 


71,7 


641 


Not 


Allowed 


- - - 


641 


638 


53.00 


73.70 


95.6 


, 569 


Not 


Allowed 




569 * 


360 


53.00 


49.70 


69.2 


' 645 


Not 


Allowed 




645 


656 


53.00 


84.51 


74.7 


663 


Not 


Allowed 




663 


571 


53.00 


45.72 


57.6 


665 


Not 


Allowed 




665 


776 


53.00 


67.26 


84.9 


615 


- - - Not 


Allowed 




615 


482 


53.00 


• 55.80 


82.9 


593 


Not 


Allowed 




593 . 


453 


53.00 


70.78 




650 


- - - Not 


Allowed 




650 


1,350 


ss.oa 


26.35 


74.3 


585 
571 


Not 

Not 


Allowed 
Allowed 




585 
571 


385 
368 


53.00 
53.00 


23^55 
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* VIII-5 

This alternative produces results which are generally similar to those 
produced by the immediately preceding alternative with the exception that 
both Andrews and Seaton would be limited to receiving support at a level 
equal to their Basic Program entitlement plus optional local leeway. Both 
of these districts would be required to tax at rates which are generally 
similar to other districts and the excess yields of their taxing efforts 
woi^ld be remitted to a State Equalization Fund. * 

Among the representative districts, the range of total revenues (includ- 
ing full use of the leeway option) provided by this alternative is between 
$626 per ADM and $731 per ADM. These amounts can be compare^'^th actual 
1970-71 ranges of $360 to $1,350. Tax rate ranges would be similar to those 
in the imemdiately preceding alternative (530 for basic program and 66. QIC 
maximum including leeway)* 

This total finance plan produces the following statewide funding 
averages : 

Basic Program revenues per ADM $639 
Maximum leeway per ADM 6 A 

Total support per ADM 703 
Basic Program allowance "per ADM 639 

^On a statewide basis, the total support amount ranges between $624 and 

$1,124 per ADM. 

Statewide Property 
Tax Alter native 

The effects of the total finance plan derived by combining the 
Structured Personnel Distribution Alternative with the Statewide Property 
Tax Alternative are illustrated on the facing page. . 

Amounts provided for Basic Program entitlement under this alternative 
are exactly the same as those under the immediateJly preceding alternative. 

i 

32 
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All funds would be received directly from the State under this 
alternative. However, we have continued to show :^,n the illustration the 
respective amounts which would come from property taxes in eacli district 
(the amount shown as "local") an^J-i^the amounts which would come fi:om current 
state revenue sources (thteampuht shown as "state") . 

There are no provisions for optional local enrichment under this 
alternative. 

For" the districts shown in the illustration, the range of revenues 
p^r ADM is from $569 to $665. Again, this differential may b^^ttributed 
to the factors which provide for different entitlement under the personnel 
component, under the transportation component-, and under the miscellaneous 
programs. All property within the State would be taxed at the rate of 53c 
per $100 of market value to provide the support levels shown in^the 
illustration. 

A statewide average of $639 per ADM would be provided under this alter- 
native* The minimum amount provided ta any district would be $500 per ADM 
while the maximum amount would be $1,022 per ADA. 

VARIABLE PERgpNNEL DISTRIBUTION 
TfeAILlPREFERKED DISTRIBUTION PLAN) 

A detailed descripj^ion of the Variable Personnel Distribution Plan may 

IT 

be found beginning on page VII-2. This alternative, distribution plan is one 
which provides for the use of a methodology somewhat similar ^o that currently 
in effect with the exception that districts are entitled to a specified 
number of personnel and they have the authority to determine their own 
mixture of staffing to fill these 'personnel authorizations. This portion 
of the report is devoted to an analysis of the effects achieved by combin7 
ing this distribution alternative with each of the three revenue alternatives. 
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ILLUSTRATION D 

IMPROVED FOUNDATION SCHOOL PROGRAM - VARIABLE PERSONNEL COMPO 
PREFERRED REVENUE ALTERNATIVE 
PIAN 2-1 



BASIC PROGRAM* OPTIONAL LOCAL LEEWAY Total 





Local 

1 

43.8% 

* 


State 
1 


Revenue 
Per ADMA 


Local 

"k 


State 

7 


Revenue 
Per ADM 


Tax 
Rate 


Revenu 
Per AD 


Houston ISD 


56.2% 


$ 646 


100.0% 


— 


$65 


12.47c 


711 


Dallas ISD 


43.0 


57.0 


645 


100.0 


- 


64 


12.71 


709 


Fort Wortti IbD 


OK 1 


7/. 7 


001 


04. • L 


17 R 


00 




. u 1 


V San Antonio ISD 


20.1 


79.9 


^45 


49.4 


50.6 


65 


13.43 


710j 


^ Austin ISD f 


28.2 


71.8 


664 


69.2 


30.8 


66 


13.43 


730 


Edgewood ISD 


4.4 


95. *6 


584 


10.9 


89 . 1 


59 


13.43 


643 


Midland ISD 


30.2 


69.8 


678 


74.3 


25.7 


68 


13.43 


74^ 


Texarkana ISD 


25.7 


74.3 


676 


63.0 


37.0 


67 


13.43 


743- 


Alamo Heights ISD 


41.1 


58.9 


707 


100.0 




70 


13.30 


777 


^^.^iirleson ISD 


15.2 


84.8 


628 


37.4 


62.6 


63 


13.43 


69 1^ 




















Everman ISD 


17.0 


83.0 


613 


41.8 


58.2 


62 


13.43 


675 


Andrews ISD 


367.9 


15.7 


2,659 


** 


** 


** 


** 


2,659: 


' City View ISD 


27.2 ' 


•"72.8 


569 


66.9 


33.1 


57 


13.43 


626 


Seaton CSD 


160.8 


18.2 


1,072 


** 


** 


** 




1,072 



^Statewide maximum tax rate is 54.69<i per $100 market value. 
**Leeway not permitted because district's tax yield exceeds B^sic Program Entitlement plus th 
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ILLUSTRATION D 

[MPROVED fOONMTION SCHOOL PROGRAM - VARIABLE PERSONNEL COMPONENT * 
PREFERRED REVENUE ALTERNATIVE 
PLAN 2-1 



BASIC PROGRAM* 


OPTIONAL LOCAL LEEWAY 


XU LctX 


1 070-71 
/ U** / 1 


i. U La J. 


ouinpuiieu 
1970-71 
X ax iva ue 


;al 


State 
1 


Revenue 
Per ADMA 


Locdl > 
1 


State 


Revenue 
Per ADM 


Tax 
Rate 


Revenue 
Per ADM 


Revenue 

Ppr ADM 


Tax 




56.27. 


$r 646 


100-.0% 


- 


$65 


12.47c 


711 




fi7 Ifif^ 






57.0 


■ 645 


100.0 


- 


64 


12.71 


709 


fi4S 

U*+ J 


67 


71 79 


ja- 


74.7 


661 


62.2 . 


37.8 


66 


13.43 


727 




Aft 19 




il 


' 79.9 




49.4 


50.6 


65 


13.43 


710 




68 19 


<^ft t;i 
Jo .Ox 


2 


71.8 


664 


69.2 


30.8 


66 


13.43 


730 


U J (J 


68 19 


7*^ 70 
/ J • /U 




95.6 


584 


10.9 


89.1 


59 


13.43 


643 




68 19 
uo . 


70 




Oy • p 


0 /o 


"7/. O 




68 


13.43 


746 


656 


68.12 


84.51 


? 


• 74.3 


676 


63.0 


37.0 


67 


13.43 


743 


571 


68.12 


45.72 


k 


58.9 


707 


100.0 




70 


13.30 


777 


776 


67.99 


67.26 


2 


84.8 


628 


37.4 


62.6 


63 


13.43 


691 


482 


68.12 


55.80 


J 


83.0 


613 


41.8 

I 


58.2 


62 


13.43 


675 


453 


68.12 


=^0.78 


9 


15.7 


2,659 


• ** 


** 


** 




2,659* 


1,350 


54.69 


26.35 


i. ' 


72.8, 


569 


66.9 


33.1 


57 


13.43 


626 


385 


68.12 


• 23.55 


I 


18.2 


1,072 




** 


** 




1,072 


368 


54.69 


9.30 

























per $100 market value. ^ 



trict's tax yield exceeds Basic Program Entitlement plus tjhe 10% allowable leeway. 



/ 
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At the conclusion of Its deliberations, the Senate Committee voted to express 
Its preference for this distribution alternative out of those that It had 
considered ♦ 

Preferred Revenue 
Alternative 



Results attained by applying this finance plan alternative to the 
fourteen representattveNilstrlcts are Illustrated on the facing page. 

Analysis of the facing page Illustration and comparison with other 
alternatives leads to the following conclusions. 

1. A slightly higher level of financial support is 
generated for Texas schools under the Variable 
Personnel Distribution Plan alternative when com- 
pared with the Structured Personnel Distribution 
Alternative. 

2. Certain districts will generate tax revenues In 
excess of theli; Basic Program entitlement plus 
allowable leeway under this alternative. It will 
be necessary to make a special provision limiting 
the support provided these districts. 

3. The proportions of total support which come from 
State/local eouirces under the Variable Personnel 
Distribution Plan are very similar to the pro- 
portions realized under the Structured Personnel 
Distribution Alternative. 

4. Basic Program support amounts per ADM range from 
$584^(Edgewood) to $2,659 (Andrews). 



5. Revenues generated under optional local leeway 
taxes and tax rates for this purposje under the 
Variable Personnel Distribution Plan would be v 
generally similar to those derived from applica- 
tion of the Structured Personnel Alternative. 

6. The total or maximum revenue per ADM would range 
from $643 to $2,659. 

% 

7. Tax rates would range from a maximum of 54.690 
per $100 of market value for the Basic Program 
to 68.120 per $100 of market value when leeway 
Is Included. 




i. 



ILLUSTRATION E " : 

IMPROVED FOUNDATION SCHOOL PROGRAM - VARIABLE PERSONNEL COMPON 
EQUALIZATION FUND^ REVENUE ALTERNATIVE 
PLAN 2^2 





-BASIC PROGRAM* 


OPTIONAL LOCAL LEEWAY 


Total 

Ke venu; 
Per AD 


Local 
A 


State 
A 


Revenue 
rer ADM 


Local 
A 


State 
A 


Revenue 

jfer ADM 


Tax 


Houston ISD 


43 • 8/0 


DOmZ/m 


90^0 


iUU .UA 


k 






$711 


Dallas ISD 


43.0 


57 .0 


it A C 

645 


1 f\f\ f\ 
lUU.U 




A A 

o4 


IZ. /I 


. 709 


Fort Worth ISD 


0 c '0 

Z5«3 


74.7 


ool 


qZ.Z 


37. 0 


AA 
00 




727 


San Antonio ISD 




7y . y 


iiA C 

o45 


A Q A 

49 .4 


ten A 


AQ 




710 


Austin ISD 


00 0 


71.0 




07 .Z 




A A 
DO 


1 Q A Q 


730 


Edgewood ISD 


4.4 


95.6 


584 


10.9 


89.1 


59 


13.43 ^ 


643; 


Midland ISD 


30.2 


69.8 


678 


74.3 


25.7 


68 


13.43 


746 


Texarkana ISD 


25.7 


74.3 


676 


63.0 


37.0 


67 


13.43 


743 


Alamo Heights ISD 


41.1 


58.9 


707 


100.0 




70 


13.30 


777; 


Burleson ISD 


15.2 


84.8 


628 


37.4 


62.6 


63 


13.43 


691 


^ Everman ISD 


i 17.0 


83.0 


613 


41.8 


58.2 


62 


13.43 


675- 


Andrews ISD 


^ 100.0 




700 


100.0 




70 


1.50 


770 


City View ISD 


27.2 


72.8 


569 


66.9 


33.1 


57 


13.43 


626 


Seaton CSD 


100.0 




591 


lOfl.O 




59 


3.35 


650 



^Statewide maximuin tax rate is 54.69(? per $100 market value. 
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I . ILLUSTRATION E 

VED FOUNDATION SCHOOL PROGRAM - VARIABLE PERSONNEL COMPONENT 
i . EQUALIZATION FUND REVENUE ALTERNATIVE 

PLAN 2-2 



lASIG PROGRAM* OPTIONAL LOCAL LEEWAY Total 1970-71 Total Computed 





S|t:ate 
% 


Revenue 


Local 


State' 


Revenue 


Tax 


Revenue 


Revenue 


Tax 


1970-71 




Per ADM 


1 


1 


Per ADM 


Rate 


Per ADM 


Per ADM 


Rate 


Tax Rate 




56.2% 


$646 


100.07. 


- % 


$65 


12.470 


$711 


$ 598 


67.16c 


54.92c 


0 


57.0 


645 


100.0 




64 


12.71 


> 

/ 709 


645 


67.40 


71.72 




74.7 


661 


62.2 


37.8 

* * 


66 


13.43 


727 


573 


68.12 


78.45 




79.9 


645 


49.4 


50.6 


65 


13.43 


710 


545 


68.12 


58.51 


CM 


71.8 


664 


69.2 


30.8 


66 


13.43 


730 


638 


68.12 


73.70 


i 

4 


95.6 


584 


10.9 


89.1 


59 


13.43 


643 


360 


68.12 


49.70 


\ j 


69*8 


678 


74.3 


25.7 


68 


13.43 


746 


.656 


68.12 


84.51 


' .1 

7-' 


74.3 


676 


63.0 


37.0 


67 


13.43 


743 


571 


68.12 


45.72 


:l-; 


58.9 


707. 


100.0 




70 


13.30 


777 


776 


67.99 


67.26 


fi 


84.8 


628 


37.4 


62.6 


63 


13.43 


691 


482 


68.12 


55.80 


d\ 


83.0 


613 


41.8 


58.2 


62 


13.43 


675 


453 


68.12 


70.78 






700 


100.0 




70 


1.50 


770 


1,350 


56.18 


26.35 


2 


72.8 


569 


66.9 


33.1 


57 


' 13.43 


626 


,385 


68.12 


23.55 


) 




591 


100.0 




59 


3.35 


650 


368 


58.03 


9.30 



.69c per $100 market value. 
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ILLUSTRATION F 








IMPROVED FOUNDATION SCHOOL PROGRAM ~ VARIABLE PERSONNEL COMP< 






STATEWIDE 


PROPERTY TAX REVENUE ALTERNATIVE 












PLAN 2-3 








BASIC PROGRAM* 


OPTIONAL LOCAL LEEWAY 


Tot; 




Local 

Jz 


State 

J* 


Revenue 

Day* ATVM 


Local State Revenue 

•/ 7 Por AnM 
M /• XrcIT riUn 


Tax 

1\jqI Lc 


Per i 


Houston ISD 


AO W 
^ J • O/o 






•••••••• TJn A 1 1 l*ltJ A H «^ — 




$6' 


Dallas ISD 








_ _ ^ _ Mr^t* All r\xj£it\ *» 




6i 


Fort Worth ISD 


ZD* J 




OOi 


«M • « _ YJf^ All r\t.7o rl w «• 




6i 


San Antonio ISD 


on 1 

ZU • 1 


7Q Q 




All nt.70 ^ «• «• 




6< 


Austin ISD 




71 ft 




— — TJn A 1 1 nup H 




61 


Edgewood ISD 


4.4 


95.6 


584 


- - - - Not Allowed - 


- - 


5 


Midland ISD 


30.2 


69.8 


678 


- - « ^ Not Allowed - - 




6' 


Texarkana ISD 


25.7 


74.3 


676 


- - - - Not Allowed - - 


- - 


6; 


Alamo Heights ISD 






707 


« ~ ~ . Not Allowed - - 




7( 


Burleson ISD 


15.2 


84.8 


628 


- - - - Not Allowed - - 


- - 


6: 


Everman ISD 


17.0 


83»0 


613 


- - - - jjot Ai lowed *• - 




6 


Andrews ISD 


100.0 




700 


- - - - Not Allowed - - 




71 


City View ISD 


27.2 


72.8 


569 


- - - - Not Allowed - - 




5 


Seaton CSD 


100.0 


- 


591 


- - - - Not Allowed - - 




5 
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ILLUSTRATION F 

aPHIROVED FOUNDATION SCHOOL PROGRAM - VARIABLE PERSONNEL COMPONENT 



STATEWIDE PROPERTY TAX REVENUE ALTERNATIVE 



BASIC PROGRAM* 
tcil State Revenue 
X % Per ADM 

M 

.0 
.3 
.1 
A 



56.27. 
57.0, 
74.7 
79.9 
71.8 
95.6 
69.8 
74.3 
58.9 
84.8 
83.0 

72.8 



$646 
645 
661 
645 
664 
584 
678 
676 
707 
628 
61vJ- 
700 
569. 
591 



PLAN 2-3 








* 


OPTIONAL LOCAL LEEWAY ' 
^.ocal State Revenue Tax 
% % Per ADM Rate 


Total 
Revenue 
•Per ADM 


1970-71 
Revenue 
Per Adm 


Total 
Tax 
Rate 


Computed 
1970-71 
Tax Rate 


- - Not Allowed - - - - 


$646* 


$ 598 


^4.69<: 


54.920 


- - - - Not Allowed ^ - - - 


645 


645 


54.69 


71.72 


- - - - Not Allowed - - 


661 


573 


54.69 


78.45 


- - Not Allowed - - - - 


645 


545 


54.69 


58.51 


- Not Allowed - - - - 


664 • 


638 


54.69 


73.70 


- - - - Not Allowed - - - ^ 


584 


360 


54.69 


49.70 


- - - Not Allowed - ^ - - 


678 


656 


54.69 


84.51 


- - - - Not' Allowed - - - - 


676 


571 


54.69 


45.72" 


Not Allowed 


707 


776 


54.69 


67.26 


- - - - Not Allowed - - - - 


628 


482 


54.69 


55.80 


_ - _ _ Not Allowed - - - - 


613 


453 


54.69 


70.78 


- - - - Not Allowed - - - - 


700 


1,350 


54.69 


26.35 


- - - - Not Allowed - - - - 


•569 


385 


54.69 


23.55 


- - - - Not Allowed - - - — 


591 


368 


54.69 


9.30 



00 
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Such a financing alternative would provide a statewide average revenue 

■■ . Il _ 

of $698 per AIM for Balslc Program support. Leeway provisions could Increase 

this amount to ^760 as a stat:ewlde average. On a statewide basis » the least 

total support amount per ADM (Including "leeway) which any district would • 

receive Is estimated to be $606. 

Equalization Fund - " 

Revenue Alternative 

The facing page illustration (Illustration £) Indicates results achieved 
by applying this combination of alternatives. to the representative school 
districts. These results are very similar to those attained through appli- 
cation of the Immediately preceding alternative with the following exceptions. 

. Total revenues per ADH for Andrews ISD 
would be limited to $770. 

. Total revenues per ADM for Seaton CSD 
would be $650 instead of $1^072. ^ 

. Tax revenues generated by Andrews ISD 
and Seaton CSD in excess of total en«* . 
titlement would be remitted to a State 
Equalization Fund* 

. Andrews ISD and Seaton CSd' would not ^ 

receive per capita distributions from 
^ the Available School Fund. ^ ^ 

This total plan alternative would provide a statewide average Basic 

Program entitlement of $660 per ADM with a leeway amount of $66 per ADM - 

resulting in a total funding average of $726 per^ADM. The titaximum allowance 

per ApM^ of any school district in the State would bfe $1,615 and the minimum 

per ADM allowance would be $606. 

Statewide Property 
Tax Alternative 

Use of a statewide property tax in combination with the Variable 
Personnel Distribution Alternative would affect the representative school 
districts as indicated in the facing page illustration (Illustration F) . 
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ILLUSTRATION G 


- 










PROGRAM WEIGHTED SUPPORT 


ENTITLEMENT 










PREFERRED REVENUE ALTERNATIVE 














PLAN 3-1 










BASIC PROGRAM* 


OPTIONAL LOCAL LEEWAY 


Total; 




Local 


State 


Revenue 


Local State 


Revenue 


Tax 


Revenui 




i 




rer ADM 


at w 
Ji Jt 

100.0% - % 


Pay* A'hM 




Per AD 


Houston ISD 


43.3% 


56.7% 


$ 737 


$74 


14.22(j 


$ 811; 


Dallas ISD 


4Z.Z 


57.0 


/ 


1 nn n 

XUU.U - 


7A 




813 


Fort Worth ISD 


25.1 


"7/. O 


75U 


01. 0 Jo.Z 


/ 5 


1 «^ 1A 


825 


San Antonio ISD 


19.5 


on c 


/jU 


A 7 0 «^ 9 1 


7^ 


1 ^ 1 A 
X J • Xh- 


825 


Austin ISD 


2.l,v 




/ J J 


Aft ^ A 


f o 


1 ^ 1 A 

X«/ . XH 


83l| 


Edgewood ISD 


4.1 


95.9 


712 


10.1 90.0 


71 


15.14 


783; 


Midland ISD 


30.3 


69.7 


761 


74.6 25.4 


76 


15.14 


837 j 


Texarkana ISD 


25.3 


Ih.l 


772 


62.1 37.9 


77 


15.14 


849i 


Alamo Heights ISD 


40.9 


59.1 


800 


100.0 


80 


15.06 


880; 


Burleson ISD 


14.5 


85.5 


740 


35.8 64.2 


74 


15.14 


814 


Everman ISD 


16.2 


83.8 


725 


37.8 60.2 


73 


15.14 


798 


Andrews ISD 


389.9 


14.8 


2,977 




** 


** 


2,977| 


City View ISD 


26.7 


73.3 


653 


65.7 34.3 


65 


15.14 


718; 


Seaton CSD 


168.8 


17.0 


1,193 




** 


** 


1,193 


^Statewide maximum tax rate is 61. 51^ per $100 market value. 








**Leeway not permitt^ij^ecause district's tax yield exceeds Basic Progtam Entitlement plus*thi 




^■ 




















• * 
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ILLUSTRATION. G 
PROGRAM WEIGHTED SUPPORT ENTITLEMENT 
• PREFERRED REVENUE ALTERNATIVE 
PLAN 3-1 



1 BASIC PROGRAM* 


OPTIONAL 


LOCAL lilEWAY i 


Total 


'1970-71 


Total 


Computed 




State 


Revenue 


Local 


State 


Revenue 


Tax 


Revenue 


Revenue 


Tax 


1970-71 


I 




Per ADM 


% 


1 






Per ADM 


Per ADM 


Rate 


Tax Rate 




56.77. 


$ 737 


100.0% 


. - % 


$74 


14.220 


$ 811 


$ 598 


75.74c 


54.92c 


i 


57.8 


739 


100.0 




74 


14.56 


81^ 


• 645 


76.08 


71.72 


! 


74.9 


750 


61.8 


38.2 


75 


15.14 


825 

1, 


573 


76.65 


78.45 


! 

;5 


80.5 


750 


47.9 


52.1 


75. 


15.14 


825 


543 


76.65 


58.51 


f 


72.1 


755 


68.6 


31.4 


76 


15.14 


831 


638 


76.65 


73.70 


\ 


95.9 


712 


10.1 


90.0 


71 


15.14 


783 


360 


76.65 


49.70 


i3 


69.7 


761 


74.6 


25.4 


76 


15.14 


837 


656 


76.65 


84.51 




74.7 


772 


62,1 


37.9 


77 


15.14 


849 


571 


76.65 


45.72 




^59.1 


800 


100.0 




80 


15.06 


880 


776 


76.57 


67.26 




85.5 


740 


35.8 


64.2 


. 74 


15.14 


814 


482 


76.65 


55.80 


i 

2 


83.8 


725 


37.8 


60.2 


73 


15.14 


798 


453 


76.65 


70.78 


''9 


14.8 


2,977 


** 


** 


** 


** 


2,977 


1,350 


61.51 


26.tt5 


r 

7 


73.3 ■ 


653 


65.7 


34.3 


65 


15.14 


718 


385 


76.65 


23.5^ 


8 


17.0 


1,193 


** 


** 


** 


** 


1,193 


368 


61.51 


9.30 



i.5X<^ per $100 market value* 

•trict's tax yield exceeds Basic Program Entitlement plus the 10% allowable leeway. 
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Since no local leeway is allowed under this alternative, our analysis 
focuses entirely upon the allowances provided for Basic Program support. 
These amounts range from $584 per ADM in Edgewood ISD to $70^er ADM in 



alternative is $660 per ADM. On ^ statewide basis, the minimum allowance 
per ADM is $545 while the maximum is $1,574, 

PROGRAM WEIGHTED ^ 

S UPPORT ALTERNATIVE 

-I'l ■ ' ' 

this alternative distribution plan generally provides for a system of 
unrestricted support grants to local school districts. It is described 



more fully on page VII-8. Total finance plans created by combining this 

support alternative with each of the three revenue alternatives are 

analysed in this section of the report. 

Preferre^'^evenue 
Alternative 

In terms of the proportion of support provided from state and local 



sources, this alternative yields result s generally similar to the two 
previously discussed distribution alternatives in combination with this 
revenue plan* A generally higher level of financial support is provided for 
district Basic Educational Programs under this alternative distribution plan. 
By referring to the facing page illustration, we see that the range of Basic 
Program support is from $712 per ADM to $2,977 per ADM. Again, the applica- 
tion of a limitation provision would reduce this amount of $2,977 to the 
amount that the district had received in some base year. 

Optional local leeway is allowed under this plan with the maximum lee- 
way tax being 15.140 per $100 of market value. In the case of *the two 



Alamo Heights ISD* The statewide average of funding 



r 




.ded under this 



Houston ISD 
Dallas ISD 
Fort Worth 
San Antonio ISD 
Austin ISD 
Edgewood ISD 
Midland ISD 
Texarkana ISD 
Alamo Heights ISD 
Burleson ISD 
Everman ISD 
Andrews ISD 
City View ISD 
SeAton CSD 



ILLUSTRATION H 
PROGRAM tfelGHTED SUPPORT ENTITLEMENT 
EQUALIZATION FUND REVENUE ALTERNATIVE 
PLAN 3-2 



BASIC PROGRAM* 
Local State Revenue 
% % Per ADM 

43.3% 564^0 

42.2 57.8 



25.1 
19.5 
27.9 
4.1 
30.3 
25.3 
40.9 
14.5 
16.2 

100.0 
26.7 

100.0 



74.9 
80.5 
72.1 
95.9 
69.7 
74.7 
59.1 
85.5 
83.8 

73.3 



$737 
739 
750 
750 
755 
712 
761 
772 
800 
740 
725 
735 
653 
642 



OPTIONAL LOCAL LEEWAY 

Local State Revenue Tax 

% % Per ADM Rate 

100.07. - %' $74 14.22<; 

100.0 - 74 .14.56 

61.8 38.2 75 15.14 

47.9 52.1 75 115^14 
68.6 31.4 76 15.14 
10.1 90.0 71 15.14 

74.6 25.4 76 15.14 
62.1 37.9 - 11 15.14 

100.0 - 80 15.06 

35.8 64.2 74 15.14 

39t8 60.2 73 15.14 

100.0 - 74 1.59 

65.7 34.3 65 15.14 
100.0 . 64 3.64 



^Statewide maximum tax rate is 61.51c per, $100 market value. 
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ILLUSTRATION H 
PROGRAM WEIGHTED SUPPORT ENTITLEICNT 
EQUALIZATION FUND REVENUE ALTERNATIVE 
PLAN 3-2 



|ASIC PROGRAM* 
«1 State Revenue 



OPTIONAL LOCAL LEEWAY 
Local State Revenue Tax 



Total 1970-71 Total Computed 
Revenue Revenue Tax 1970-71 



1 


Per ADM 


1 




Per ADM 


Rate 


Per ADM 


Per ADM 


Rate 


Tax Rate 


56.7% 


$737 


100.07. 


- % 


$74 


14.22c 


$811 


$ 598 


75.740 


54.920 


57.8 


739 


100.0 




74 


14.56 


813 


645 


76.08 


71.72 


74.9 


750 


61.8 


38.2 


75 


15.14 


825 


573 


76.65 


^ 78.45 


80.5 


750' 


47.9 


52.1 


75 


15.14 


825 


545 


76.6^ . 


58.51 


72.1 


755 


_ 68.6 


31.4 


76 


15.14 


831 


638 


76.65. 


73.70 


95.9 


712 


10.1 


90.0 


71 


15.14 


783 


360 


76.65 


49.7(Sr 


69.7 


761 


74.6 


25.4 


76 


15.14 


837 


656 


76.65 


84.51 


74.. 7 


772 


62.1 


37.9 


77 


lSl4 


849 


571 


76.65 


45.72 


59.1 


800 


100.0' 




80 


15.06 


880 


776 


76.5? 


67.26 


85.5 


740 


35.8 


64.2 


74 


15.14 


814 


482 


,76.65 


55.80 


83.8 


725 * 


39.8 


60.2 


■ 73 


15.14 


798 


453 


76.65 


70.78 




735 


100.0 




74 


1.59 


809 ' 


1,350 


63.09 


26.35 


73.3 


653 


65.7 


34.3 


65 


15.14 


= 718 


385 


76.65 


23.55 




642 

f 


100.0 




64 


3.64 


706 


368 


65.16 


9.30 























J.5l«? per $100 market value. 
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V 

districts which generate revenues in excess of their Basic Program entitle- 
ment plus allowable leeway by applying the Basic Program maximum tax rate, 
lio leeway tax. would be recjuired* 

The range of total revenues per ADM under this alternative is from 
$783 to $2,977. Ut.ilization of a Basic Program maximum tax rate of 61.51c 

and the optional leeway tax rate of 15 .140 results^ in a total maximum tax 

V ■ 

rate of 76.65c per $100 of market value. ib 

Use of this alternative yields the following statewide funding averages: 

Basic Program revenue per ADM $789 

Maximum leeway per ADM 70 

Total support per ADM $59 

Basic Program allowance per ADM 744 

The minimum total support per ADM on a statewide basis is* $688 while the 

maximum support is $56,017 per ADM. This ^maximum allowance would obviously 

be reduced by imposing the limitation provision described on pages VI-4 and 5* 

Equalization Fund ^ 
Revenue Alternative 

The facing page illustration presents results attained by applying a 
total plan alternative combining the Program ifeJ^hted^ Support Entitlement 
with the Equalization Fund Revenue Alternative. 

Contributions to an equalization fund and elimination of the per 
capita distribution of the Available School Fund reduce the amounts re-- 
ceived by the districts with comparatively greater property wealth. Tax 
rates required for support of this alternative are generally the same as 
those required for the immediately preceding^ alternative. Basic Program 
support allowances range from $712 per ADM to $8^0 per ADM for the represen- 
tative^ districts . Total revenues per ADM range between $783 and $880. 



ILLUSTRATION I 
PROGRAM WEIGHTED SUPPORT ENTITLEMENT 
STATEWIDE PROPERTy TAX REVENUE ALTERNATIVE 

¥. 

PLAN 3-3 



Houston ISD 
Dallas ISD 
Fort Worth ISD 
San Antonio ISD 
Austin ISD 
Edgewood ISD ' 
Midland ISD 
Texarkana ISD 
Alamo Heights ISD 
Burleson ^ISD • 
Everman ISD 
Andrews ISD 
City View ISD 
Seaton CSD 



BASIC PROGRAM 
Local State Revenue 
% % Per ADM 

43.37o 56.7% 



42.2 
25.1 
19.5 
27.9 
4.1 
30.3 
25.3 
40.9 
14.5 
16.2 

100.00 
26.7 

100.0 



57.8 
74.9 
80.5 
72.1 
95.9 
69.7 
74.7 
59.1 
85.5 
83.8 

73.3 



$737 
739 
750 
750 
755 
712 
761 
772 
800 
740 
725 
735 
653 
642 



OPTIONAL LOCAL LEEWAY 
Local State Revenue Tax 
% % Per ADM Rate 



- - Not Allowed - - - 

- - Not Allowed - - - 

- - Not Allowed - - - 
-\|^Not Allowed - - - 

- - Not Allowed - - - 

- - Not Allowed - - - 

- - Not Allowed - - - 

- - Not Allowed - - - 

- - Not Allowed - - - 

- - Not Allowed - - - 

- - Not Allowed - - - 

- - Not Allowed - - - 

- - Not Allowed - - - 
Not AltOwed 
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ILLUSTRATION I 
PROGRAM WEIGHTED SUPPORT EMITLEMENT 
STATEWIDE PROPERTY^ TAX REVENUE ALTERNATIVE 
PLAN 3-3 



BASIC PROGRAM OPTIONAL LOCAL LEEWAY 



Local 


State 
1 


Revenue 
Per ADM 


Local 

1 


state 

1 


Revenue 
Per ADM 


Tax 
Rate 


43.3% 


56.77, 


$737 


"\ A . 


- - Not 


Allowed " - 




42.2 


57.8 


739 


•i," 


- - Not 


Allowed - - 




25.1 


74.9 


750 




- Not 


Allowed - - 




19.5 


80.5 


750 


% A 


U - Not 


Al lowed - - 




27.9 


72.1 


755 




X ■ 

rr - Not 


Allowed - • 




4.1 


95.9 


712 




- Not 


Allowed - - 




30.3 


69.7 


761 




Not 


Allowed - - 




25.3 




772 




\ -'.Not 


Allowed - 




40.9 


59.1 


800 




- - N6t 


Allowed - - 




14.5 


85.5 


740 




- - Not 


Allowed - - 




16.2 


83.8 


725 




- - Not 


A,llowed - - 




00.00 




735 




- - tlot 


Allowed - - 




26.7 


73.3 


653 




- - Not 


Allowed " - 




00.0 




642 




- - Not 


Allowed - - 





■j 

f 



Total 1970-71 Total Computed^ 
Revenue Revenue Tax 1970-71 >^ 
Per ADM Per ADM Rate Tax Rate \ 



$737 


$ 598 


61.51c 


54.92c 


739 


645 


61.51 


71.72 


750 


573 


61.51 


78.45 


750 


545 


61.51 


58.51 


755 


638 


61.51 


73.70 


712 


360 


61.51 


49.70 


761 


656 


61.51 


84.51 


772 


571 


61.51 


45.72 


800 


776 


61.51 


67.26 


740 


482 


61.51 


55.80 


725 


453 


61.51 


70.78 


735 


1,350 


61.51 


26.35 


653 


385 


61.51 


23.55 


642 


^68 


6U51 


9.30 



! 
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The statewide averages for this alternative ^e: 

* - Basic Program revenue per ADM $ 744 

Maximum leeway per ADM 74 . 

Total aupport per ADM 818 
Maximum support per ADM 1»157 
Minimum support per ADM 688 

Statewide Property * * * 

Taa^ Alternative 

The effect df funding a Program Wel^ghted Support Entitlement from a 
statewide property tax is illustrated on the facing page (Illustration I). 
Again, a portion of^the Basic Program entitlement is shown as the "local" 
pejrcentage. This percentage is that which would be provided by the applica- 

tion of«a state administered property tax to properties located in local 

■■'■% 

districts. 

J" * 

The amounts of Basic Program support provided per ADM under this 



alternative range between $642 lit Seaton CSD to $800 in Alamo Heights ISD. 



Sii^ce local enrichment is not allowed under this alternative, these ranges 
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also are appropriate for total revenues per ADM. 

A statewide funding average of $744 per ADM is provided. The minimum 

allowance throughout the State is $625 per ADM while the maximum allowance 

is $1,052 per ADM. 

DISTRICT SIZE 
SUPPORT ALTERNATIVE 

Xhls 41stributlon alternative is described on page,VII-8. It provides 

unrestricted grants to districts with the amounts of such grants based upon 

district size. The results of combining this distribution alternative with 

the three revenue alternatives is analyzed in this portion of the report. 

Preferred Revenue 
Alternative _^ 

Apjplication of a financing plan formed by combining the District Size 

•100 



ILLUSTRATION J 
DISTRICT SIZE SUPPORT ENTITLEhENT 
PREFERRED REVENUE ALTERNATIVE 
PLAN 4-1 



BASIC PROGRAM* 



OPTIONAL LOCAL LEEWAY 



Tot 





Local 


State 


Revenue 


Local 


State 


Revenue 


Tax 


Reve 




1 


% 


Per ADM 


1 


1 


Per ADM 


Rate 


Per i 


Houston ISD 


45.0% 


55.0% 


$ 670 


100.0% 


- .% 


$67 


12.93<; 


$ 7 


Dallas ISD 


.44.1 


55.9 


670 


100.0 




67 


13.21 


7 


Fort Worth ISD 


26.6 


73.4 


670 


65.4 


34,6 


67 


14.31 


7 


San Antonio ISD , 


20.6 


79.4 


670 


50.7 


49.3 


67 


14.31 


7 


Austin ISD 


29.7 


70.3 


670 


73.1 


26.9 


67 


14.31 


7 


Edgewood ISD 


4.1 


95.9 


670 


10.1 


89,9 


67 


14.31 


7 


Midland ISD 


32.6 


67.4 


670 


80,1 


19.9 


67 


14.31. ■ 


7\ 


Texarkana ISD 


25.6 


74,4 


720 


63.0 


37,0 


72 


14.31 


71 


Alamo Heights ISD 


43.0 


57.0 


720 


100,0 




72 


13.55 


7' 


Burleson ISD 


14.1 


85.9 


720 


34.8 


65.2 • 


72 


14,31 


7\ 


Everman ISD 


15.4 


84,6 


720 ' 


37,9 


'62.1 


72 


14.31 


r 


Andrews ISD 


377.0 


15.1 


2,82'=i 


** 




•.V* 


** 


2,8; 


City View ISD 


21.4 


78.6 


770 


52.7 


47,3 


77 


14.31 


8i 


Seaton CSD 


133.2 


14.2 


1,134 




•>* 






1,1- 



^Statewide maxiimim tax rate is 58. 21^ per $100 market value, 
**Leeway not permitted because district's tax yield exceeds Basic Program Entitlement plus t 
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! ILLUSTRATION J 

j DISTRICT SIZE SUPPORT ENTITLEMEWT 

I PREFERRED REVENUE ALTERNATIVE 

I PLAN 4-1 



1 BASIC PROGRAM* 


OPTIONAL LOCAL LEEWAY 


Total 


1970-71 


Total 


Computed 




state 


Revenue 


Local 


State 


Revenue 


Tax 


Revenue 


Revenue 


Tax 


1970-71 


& 


% 


Per ADM 


1 


'1 


Per ADM 


Rate 


Per ADM 


Per ADM 


Rate 


Tax Rate 


,01 


55.0% 


$ 670 


100.0% 


- % 


$67 


12. 93$ 


$ 737 


$ 598 


71. 14c 


54.92<; 


It 


55.9 


670 


100.0 




67 


13.21 


737 


645 


71.42 


71.72 


\e 


73.4 


670 


65.4 


34.6 


67 


14.31 


737 


573 


72.52 


78.45 


U 


79.4 


670 


50.7 


49.3 


67 


14.31 


737 


545 


72.52 


58.51 




70.3 


670 


73.1 


26.9 


67 


14.31 


"•37 


638 


72.52 


73.70 


it 


95.9 


670 


10.1 


H9.9 


67 


14.31 


:37 


360 


72.52 


49.70 


.6 


,67.4 


670 


80.1 


19.9 


67 


14.31 


737 


656 


72.52 


84.51 




74.4 


720 


63.0 


37.0 


72 


14.31 


792 


571 


72.52 


45.72 


lo 


57.0 


720 


100.0 




72 


13.55 


792 


776 


71.76 


67.26 




85,9 


. 720 


34.8 


65.2 


72 


14.31 


792 


482 


72.52 


55.80 




84.6 


720 


37.9 


62.1 


72 


14.31 


792 


453 


72.52 


70.78 


jo 


15.1 


2,823 


**; 


** 


** 


*« 


2,823 


1,350 • 


58.21 


26.35 


r 


78.6 


770 


52.7 


47.3 


77 


14.31 


847 


385 


72.52 


23.55 


f 

'a 


14.2 


1,134 


** 


A* 


** 


•.V* 


1,134 


368 


58.21 


9.30 



;8.2l<t per $100 market value. 

,8trict's tax yield exceed^ Basic Program Entitlement plus the 10% allowable leeway. 
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ILLUSTRATION K 
DISTRICT SIZE SUPPORT ENTITLEMEOT 
EQUALIZATION FUND REVENUE ALTERNATIVE 
PLAN 4-2 





BASIC PROGRAM* 


OPTIONAL 


LOCAL LEEWAY 


Total 




Local 


State 

7 


Revenue 

Pat* ATtM 


Local 

7 


State 

7 

1 


Revenue 


Tax 

JCVcl uc 


Keveni 
Per AI 


Houston ISD 






^670 
yO / U 


100 07 






$737 


Dallas ISD 


LL 1 


Q 


A7n 


100 0 




67 




737 


Fort Worth ISD 


U • Q 


7*^ L 

/ t3 . 


670 




"\L 6 


67 


14 '^l 
xH- . •/ X 


737 


San i^ntonio ISD 


C\j » D 


7Q L 


670 


"lO 7 


. tj 


67 


1A "^1 

xH- . <J X 


737 


Austin ISD 
Edgewood ISD 




95.9 


670 
T r\ 

670 


7*^ 1 
\\Ttl 


Of) ri 

89.9 


67 
67 


14 "^1 

xH- . <J X 

14.31 


737 
737 


Midland ISD 


32.6 


67.4 


670 


80.1 


19.9 


67 


14.31 


737 


Texarkana ISD ^ 


25. .6 


74.4 


720 


63.0 


37.0 


72 


14.31 


792 


Alamo Heights ISD 


43.0 


57.0 


720 


100.0 




72 


13.55 


792 


SBurleson ISD 


14.1 


85.9 


720 


' 34.8 


65.2 


72 


14.31 


792 


Everman ISD 


15.4 


84.6 


<f20 


37.9 


62.1 


72 


14.31 


792 


Andrews ISD 


100.0 




720 


100.0 




72 


1.54 


792 


City View ISD 


21.4 


78.6 


770 


52.7 


47.3 


77 

J 

77 


14.31 


847 


Seaton CSD 


100.0 




770 


100.0 




4.01 


847 



^Statewide miximum tax rate is 58.21% per $100 market value. 
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IU.USTRATION K 
DISTRICT SIZE SUPPORT ENTITLEMENT " 
EQUALIZATION FUND REVENUE ALTERNATIVE 
PLAN 4-2 



BASIC PROGRAM* OPTIONAL LOCAL LEEWAY Total 1970-71 Total Computed 

State Revenue Local State Revenue Tax Revenue Revenue Tax 1970-71 

Per ADM % 1 Per. ADM Rate Per ADM Per ADM Rate Tax. Rate 

$670 100.07.iji - X $67 12.93<J $737 $ 598 71.14t 54.92c 

670 100.0 - 67 13.21 737 645 71.42 71.72 

670 65.4 34.6 67 14.31 737 573 72.52 78.45 

670 50.7 49.3 67 14.31 737 545 72.52 58.51 

670 ^ 73.1 26.9 67 14.31 ^ 737 638 72.52 73.70 

670 10.1 89.9 67 14.31 737 360 72.52 49.70 

670 80.1 19.9 67 14.31 737 656 72.52 84.51 

720 63.0 37.0 72 14.31 792 571 72.52 4§.72 

720 100.0 - 72 13.55 792 776 71.76 67.26 

720 34.8 65.2 72 14.31. 792 482 72.52 55.80 

720 37.9 62.1 72 14.31 792 453 72.52 70.78 

720 100.0 - 72 1.54 ' 792 1,350 59.75 26.35 

78.6 770 52.7 47.3 77 14.31 847 385 72.52 23.55|| 

J- 770 100.0 - 77 4.01 847 368 62.22 9.30 

,21% per $100 market value. 



t 


1 




55.07. 


;i 


55.9 


;6 


73.4 


;6 


79.4 


7 


70.3 


;1 


95.9 


le 


67.4 


6 


74.4 


0 


57.0 


1 


85.9 


4 


84.6 
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Support Alternative with the Preferred Revenue Alternative is illustrated 
on the facing page (Illustration J)* 

Wide variations in the Basic Program support allowances are again 
evident because- of the relevant property wealth of district^ such as Andrews 
ISD and Seaton CSD. The actual range is from $670 per ADM to $2,823 per ADM. 
Application of the liitdtation provision would reduce to some extent the 
amount of Basic Program allowance received by both Andrews and Seaton, ^ 

Optional local enrichment is allowed under this plan and a maximum 
leeway tax rate of 14,310 per $100 of market value is utilized.. This le/away 
tax rate when combined with a maximum Basic Progr^ tax rate of 58*210 would* 
yield a total maximum tax rate throughout the State of 72*520 per $100 of 
market value. 

Statewide averages associated with this alternative are as follows: 



Basic Program revenue per ADM $ 7A2 

Maximum leeway per ADM 67 

Total support per ADM 809 

Basic Program allowance 'per ADM 703 

Maximum support per ADM * 53,014 

Minimum support per ADM 737 



Obviously, the maximum allowance of $53,014 would be reduced by the 

limitation provision. 

Equalization Fund 
Revenue Alternative 

Elimination of per capita distributions of the Available School Fund 
and contribution of excess tax revenues to an equalization fund reduce the 
support range of this alternative when compared with the immediately preced- 

ing alternative. As illustrated on the facing page (Illustration K) , this 

.. . * 

alternative provided tjotal revenues per ADM ranging from $737 to $847 in the 
representative diiitricts. This alternative was designed to provide higher 

ion 
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ILLUSTRATION % 
DISTRICT SIZE SUPPORT EN^I^E^ NT ' 
, STATEWIDE PROPERTY TAX REVENUE ^TERNATIVE 
PLAN 4-3 ^ 



♦ 


BASIC PROGRAM 


OPTIONAL LOCAL LEEWAY 




Local 

tii 


State 

v. 


Revenue 
Per ADM 


Local State 

la to 


Revenue Tax* 
Ppr ABM R-alre 


Houston ISD 


45 0% 




$670 


• - « • j^Ot 




♦ 

Dallas ISD 


44 1 




' 670 


^ « - - Not 


All nwp f 1 « «- «- «• 


Fort Worth ISD 


26.6 


73*4 


670 


• - « - jjot 


Allowf^fl 


San Antonio ISD 


20 6 


79-4 


670 


^ - « M. Not 


Al 1 nwi^d «. . ^ 


Austin ISD 


29-7 


70-3 


670 


- « - ^ jjot 


AllowE'd - ^ - - 


Edgewood ISD 


4,1 


95.9 


670 


- - Not 


Allowed - - - « 


Midland ISD 


32.6 


67.4 


670 


- - - - Not 


Allo^d 


Texarkana ISD 


25.6 


74.4 


720 


Not 


Allowed - - - - 


Alamo Heights ISD 


43.0 


57.0 


720 


Not 


Allowed - - - - 


Burleson ISD 


14.1 


85.9 


720 


Not 


Allowed - - - 


Everman ISD 


15.4 


84.6 


720 


. * Not 


Allowed - - - - 


r 

Andrews ISD 


100.0 




720 


• - - - Not 


Allowed - - - - 


City View ISD 


21.4 


78.6 


770 


Not 


Allowed ~ - - - 


Seaton CSD 


100.0 




770 


Not 


Allowed - - - 
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ILLUSTRATION L 
DISTRICT SIZE SUPPORT ENTITLEMENT " 
STATEWIDE PROPERTY TAX REVENUE ALTERNATIVE 
. PLAN 4-3- 

/ 



i BASIC PROGRAM 


OPTIONAL LOCAL LEEWAY 


Total 


1970-71 


Total 


Computed 




State 


Reyenue 


Local State 


Revenue Tax 




xvtsvenutj 


lax 


/u*- / X 


: 


% 


Pe^ ADM 


la f<y 


Ppr ADM 


Per ADM 


Per ADM 


Rate 


Tax Rate 




55.0% 


$670 




Al Inwpfl —«>><•-» 


$670 


$ 598 


58.21c 


54.92c 


il 

r 


55.9 


670 


• - - • jjot 


AlAnwed — — - 

<(>p4fc TV ^> 


670 


645 


58.21 


71.72 




73.4 ;' 


670 


« - ^ ^ jjot 


Allowpd — — — 

flita W TV ^ U 


*■ 670 


573 


58.21 


78.45 




79.4 


670 


~ - - - Not 


Allowpd -* — — — 

X X \^ VT W V» — - 


670 


545 


58.21 


58.51 


17 


70.3 


670 


• ^ - - Not 


All owp d — » •» — 


670 


638 


58.21 


73.70 




95.9 


670 


Not 


Allowed - - - - 


670 


360 


58.21 


49.70 




67.4 


670 


Not 


Allowed - - - - 


o7\J 


ODD 


58.21 


84.51 


K 

6 


74.4 


720 


Not* 


Allowed - - - - 


720 


571 


58.21 


45.72 


0 


57.0 


720 


Not 


Allowed - -* 


720 


776 


58.21 


67.26 


1 


85.9 


720 


Not 


Allowed - - - - 


720 


482 


58.21 


55.80 


% 


8fc.6 


720 


Not 


Allowed - •» - - 


720 


453 


58.21 


70.78' 


0 




720 


Not 


Allowed *- - - - 


720 


1,350 


58.21 


26.35 


? 


78.6 


7«70 


Not 


Allowed - - - * 


770 


385 


58.21 


23.55 


0 




770 


^ Not 


Allowed - - - - 


770 


368 


38.21 


^.30 
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per unit support to emtll digtricts. The larger support amounts i)rovided to 
City View ISD and to Seaton CSD indicate that the objective of this distribu- 
tion alternative would be met. 

Tax rates required to support this finance alternative range from 
S9.75« per $100 to 72.52(> per $100. 

If we look at all districts within the State of Texas, we find the 

following statewide averages: 

Basic Program ^revenue per ADM $703 

Haximum leeway per ADM * 70 

Total funding per ABM 773 

Maximum support jper AIM 847 

Minimum support per ADM 737 

Statewide Property 
Tmc Alternative 

The distinguishing characteristic of this alternative again is that 
local enrichment is not allowed* Referring to the facing page illustra- 
tion of the effects of this alternative on the representative districts, we 
see that all districts receive either $670, $720 ^ or $770 per ADM. A single 
property tax rate of 58»12(> per $100 is utilized* to provide school support. 

The statewide averages associated with this plan are $703 per ADM for 
funding, a maximum allowance of $770 per ADhT, ^nd a minimum allowance of 
$670 per ADM. » 
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IX - STATEWIDE COSTS OF ALTERNATIVE PLANS 

- . , b ' 

Aft examination of the results obtained by applying the various' alter- 
native finance plans would not be complete without a look at the estimated 
statewide costs of eaeb alternative^ For purposes -of convenience, this % 
discussion Is arranged In a mariner similar to that in the immedia.tely 



preceding section/ Each of the four distribution alternatives^ is presented 
sequentially and the total effect of combining a single distribution alter- 
native with each of the three revenue alternatives is lHast<?ated. All of 
estlHtt^teis presented are based upon 1970-71 data. 
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STRUCTURED PERSONNEL 

DISTRIB UTION ALTERNATIVE ^ 

— : — ~ ' """"" i ' *• 

The QtateMde costs associated with combining the Structured Personnel 
Distribution Alternative with each of the three revenue alternatives are 
discussed in the following paragraphs. 

Preferred Rev enue Alterriatlve 

This combination of the Structured Personnel Distribution Alternative 

and the Preferred Revenue Alternative is indexed as Plan 1-1 in the detaJ^led 

projections of results frdm applying the various alternatives to the State 

of Texas and its school districts. Under this alternative the following 

apptoxlmate statewide costs would be Incurred: * . 

Maximum funds to be provided by the State $1,179,406,000 

State-funds provided in 1970-71 .^_907,l54,000 

Estimated increase required in state funds 272,252,000 

Maximum funds to be provided by local districts 803,814,000 
Lbcal district funds provided in 1970-71 647,135,000 
Estimated Increase required in local district funds 156,679,000 

Maximum tax rates which could be levied to provide the local funding 

would be approximately 53.00<i*per $100 of market value for Basic Program 

suppoi^t and 13*01<^ per $100 of market for maximum optional local enrichment. 

, . ■ . ; 10:9- ■ ' \: ' 
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>f ' Additional fxindiitg from state sources is required under this plan 

because certain districts, by applyltig the maximum tax rate, generate 
revenues exceeding Basic Program allowances plus allowable leeway and are 
^ not required to conttlbute this excess to an equalization fund. *Th^e are 

310 such "revenue loss' districts" With 113,160 average daily memibers* The 
projected "revenue loss" from these districts Is $83,290,000. Continuing 
the per capita distribution of Available School Pund moneys to these 
districts would cost the State an additional $14,122,000* 
Equalization Fund 

Revenue ]^temative * 
A cdmbination of the Structured PersdSheT Distribution Alternative 

and the Equalization Fund Revenue Alternative ±b indexed as Plan 1-2 in 

the projections of results obtained from various alternative finance plans. 

this particular combination results in the following approximate statewide 

cbst^: - < ■ 

Maximum funds to be provided by the State $1,081,994,000 
State funds provided in 1970-71' . 907,154,000 

Estimated increase required in state funds 174,840,000 

Maximum funds to be provided by local districts 813,067,000 
local district funds provided in 1970-71 647,135,000 ' 

Estlxoated increase required in local district funds 165,932,000 

The tax rates for local funding under this combination of alternatives 

would-be the same as those tinder the immediately preceding c<>mbination of 

alternatives. *; 

. Statewide Property ^ 

Tax Alternative 

l^lan 1^3 in the projections of results refers to a combinatiion of the 
y ^ -Structured Personnel Distribution Alternative and the' Statewide Property 
"Tax Revenue Alternative r Such i coinblnatlon of alternatives would require 
approximate overall funding as follows: 

o 110 - \ 
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MaximuBi funds to be provided f roiri current 

estate sources $1,035,482,000 
Futlds provided from current state sources 

. ll 1970-71 * . 907,154,000 

Estimated Increase required from current ^ 

state sources 128,328,000 

Haicimum funds to be provided from property 

taxes 690,172,000 

Funds provided from property taxes in 1970-71 647,13^5,000 

Estimated increase required from pjroperty 

taxes 43,037,000 

This combination of alternatives would require only a statewide 
property tax assessed at a rate not to exceed 53 •OO^ per $100 of market 
Value. Ko Ideal enrichment is provided under this alternative. 
PREFERRED DISTRIBUTION PLAN 

As indicated previously, the Senate Committee expressed a preference 
for a distribution plan which includes a variable personnel component. 
Details of this distribution alternative are discussed on page VII-2. 
This portion of the report is devoted to presenting the statewide costs 
required by combining the Preferred Distribution Plan with each of the 
three revenue alternatives. 

Preferred Revenue Alternative 

The combination of the Preferred Distribution Flan and the Preferred 

Revenue Alternative is indexed as Pl^n 2^1 in the detailed projections. 

The statewide costs resulting from this combination are estimated to be: 

Maximum funds to be provided by the State $1,216,379,000 
State funds provided in 1970-71; 907,154,000 
Estimated increase required in state funds 309,225,000 

Maxlinutt funds to be provided by local 

districts 829,876,000 

Locill district funds provided in 1970-71 647,135,000 
Estimated Increase required in local 

district funds 182,741,000 
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To provide the local funding required* a maximum statewide property 
tax rate of 54.680 per $100 of marlcet value would be established for^ Basic 
Program support and an optional tax not to exceed 13.430 per $100 of market 
value yao\\ld be authorized to provide for local enrichment. 

Under this plan, additional state funding is required to compensate 

for revenue losses in those districts where the tax on market value of 

property yields revenues exceeding basic support allowances plus allowable 

leeway. There are 314 such "revenue loss districts" with 114,802 average 

daily members. The estimated "reyenu^e loss" from these districts is 

$86,341,000, The per capita distribution of Available School Fund iponeys 

to these districts would require the State to contribute apF-^oximately 

$13,667,000 additional to public school support. 

Equalization Fund ^ ^ 

Revenue Alternative 

In the detailed projections of results, the combination of the Preferred 
Distribution Plan and the Equalization Fund Revenue Alternative is indexed 
as Plan 2-2. Estimated statewide costs under this combination of alter- 
natives would be as follows; 

Maximum funds to be provided by the State $1,116,371,000 
* State funds provided in 1970-71 907,154,000 
Estimated increase required in state funds 209,217,000 

Maximum funds to be provided by local districts 839,176,000 
Local district funds provided in 1970-71 647,135,000 
Estimated increase required in local district funds 192,041,000 

The tax rates required to provide local funding as indicated would be 

the same as those in > the immediately preceding combination of alternatives* 

Statewide Property 
Tax Alternative 

The combination of the Preferred Distribution Plan and the Statewide 
Property Tax Alternative is indexed as Plan 2-3 in the detailed projections 



112 



ix-5 



of results* Under these alternatives the following approxitnate statewide 
costs would be incurred: 

Maximum funds to be provided from current ^ 
state sources $1,068,476,000 

Funds provided from current state sources 

In 1970-71 907,154,000 

Estimated increase required from current 

state sources , 161^322,000 

•> , 

Maximum funds to be provided from property 

taxes 712,164,000 

Funds provided from property taxes in 1970-71 647,135,000 

Estimated increase required from property 

taxes 65,029,000 

Use of this combination of alternatives to provide public school 

funding in Texas would require a statewide property tax of 54. 68^ per $100 

of market value. There are no provisions for a leeway tax. 

PROGRAM WEIGHTED 
SUPPORT ALTERNATIVE 

This alternative distribution plan generally provides for a system of 
.unrestricted support grants to local school districts. Funding require- 
ments of the State and of local school districts which would be imposed 
by combining this distribution plan with the three revenue alternatives 
are discussed in this portion of the report., 

Preferred Revenue Alternative 

The combination of the Program Weighted Support Alternative and the 
Preferred Revenue Alternative is indexed as Plan 3-1 in the detailed pro- 
jections of results obtained by applying various alternatives. Such a 
finance plan would require the following support levels; 

Maximum funds to be provided by the State ^■'••^!5'?f ?^??? 

State funds provided in 1970-71 907,154,000 
Estimated increase required in state funds 468,806,000 

Maximum funds to be provided by local districts 932,125,000 
Local district funds provided in 1970-71 647,135,000 
Estimated increase required in local district funds 284,993,000 
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This combination of a revenue plan and support plan would require a 
Statewide maximum local property tax rate of 61 •Sit? per $100 of market 
valuer It would also require an optional leeway tax of not to exceed 
15.14c per $100 of market valua* to provide for local enrichment^. ' 

There are 346 local districts with 123,846 average daily members where'^||j: 
the tax on the market value of property would yield revenues exceeding ^ 
Basic Program allowances plus allowab/e leeway under this finance plan, ^ \ 
Additional state funding which would be required to compensate for "revenue 
losses^' in these districts would amount to an estimated $103*444,000. Con- 
tinuation of the per capita distribution from the Available School Fund to 
these districts- would cost the State approximately an additional $15,376,000. 

Equalization Fund 
Revenue Alternative 

The finance plan whi^ch is indexed as Plan 3-2 in the detailed pro- 
* jections Is a combination of the Program Weighted Support Alternative 
with the Equalization^ Fund Revenue Alternative. Estimates of the approxi- 
mate statewide costs associated with this combination of alternatives are 

i» ♦ 

as follows: ^ % 

Maximum funds to be previdec^by the State $1,257,140,000 
State funds provided in 1970-71 ' 907,154,000 
Estimated increase i^eqtiired in state funds 349,986,000 

Maximum funds ^to be provided by local districts 942,959,000 
Local district funds provided in 1970-71 647,135,000 
Estimated Increase required in local district funds 295,824,000 

The maximum tax rates for local funding would be the same as those set 

out for the immediately preceding alternative • 

Statewide Property 
Tax Alternative 

A combination of the Program Weighted Support Alternative and the 
Statewide Property tax Alternative Is Indexed as Plan 3-3 In the detailed 
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projections of results from applying the various alternatives. Funds 

which would need to be provided from the current state revenue sources 

and from the imposition of a new state administered property tax to support 

this combination of alternatives are estimated to be as follows: , 

Funds to be provided -from current state sources $1,201^880,000 
Funds provided in 1970*'71 from current state 

sources ^ - 907,154,000 

Estimated increase required from current state 

sources 294,726,000 

Maximum funds to be provided from property taxes 801,080,000 
Funds provided from property taxes in 1970-71 647,135,000 
Estimated increase required from property taxes 153,945,000 

A finance pl^n formed by combining this distribution alternative and 

this revenue alternative would require the imposition of a state administered 

property tax of 61.510 per $100 of market value. No provisions are made for 

an optional leeway tax. 

'DISTRICT SIZE 
SUPPORT ALTERKATIVE 

The final distribution alternative provides unrestricted grants to 
districts with the- amount of such grants based upon district size. It has 
been combined with all of the revenue alternatives considered by the Senate 
Committee and the estimated statewide costs derived from these combinations 
are presented here.* 

Preferred Revenue Alternative 

We have indexed the combination of the District Size Support Alter- 
native and the Preferred Revenue Alternative as Plan 4-1 in the projections 
of results of various finance alternatives. Statewide costs associated 
with a finance plan^ formed by a combination of these two alternatives are 
estimated to be as follows: 
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Maximum funds to be ptovlded by the State $li291,459,000 
State funds provided in 1970-71 907,154,000 
Estimated increase requited itt state funds 384,305,000 

Maximum funds to be provided by local districts 883,624,000 
Local district funds provided in 1970-71 • 647,135,000 

Estimated increase required in local district funds 236,489,000 

Maximum tax rates to provide local funding are estimated to be; 58.210 

per $100 of market value for Basic Program support and 14»31<: per $100 j>f 

market value for allowed local enrichment. Estimated additional state 

funding in the amount of $89,569,000 would be required to compensate for 

"revenue losses" in those districts where the tax on the market value of 

property yields revenues exceeding the Basic Program allowances plus allowed 

enrichment, there are estimated to be 311 such districts With 113,491 

average daily members under this financing alternative. The amount of 

additional state funding required by continuing the per capita distribution 

of the Available School Fund to these 311 districts is estimated to be 

$13,385,000. 

Equalization Fund 
Revenue Alternative 

A combination of the District Size Support Alternative and the Equali- 
zatyl^n^und Revenue Alternative is indexed as Plan 4-2 in the detailed pro- 
jections. This combination of alternatives is estimated to produce the 
following statewide costs : 

Maximum funds to be provided by the State $1,188,506,000 
State funds provided in 1970-71 907,154,000 
Estimated Increase required in state funds 281,352,000 

Maximum funds to be provided by local districts 893,249,000 
Local district funds provided in 1970-71 647,135,000 
Estimated Increase required in local 'district funds . 246,114,000 

The maximum tax rates to support this financing plan are the same 
as in the immediately preceding alternative* 
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Statewide Property 
Tax Alternative 

Indexed as Plan A-3 in the detailed projections is tlie combination 

of the District Size Support Alternative and the Statewide Property Tax 

Alternative, Under this comhination of alternatives, the following 

approximate statewide costs are expected to be incurred: 

Funds to be provided from current state sources $1,137 >323, 000 
Funds provided in 1970-71 from current state 

sources 907,154,000 
Estimated increase required from current state 

. sources * 230,169,000 

Maximum funda to be provided from property taxes 753,051,000 
Funds provided from property taxes in 1970-71 647,135,000 
EstiB^ted increase required from property taxes 110,916,000 

This alternative requires the assessment of a state administered 

property tax in the amount of 38.21 <; per $100 of market value. Again, 

no provisions are made for local leeway under this alternative • 
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X - POSSIBLE REVENUE SOURCES 

Any Texas school finance plan that equalizes expenditures aToong the 
Staters school districts at a $600 to $700 per student meinl;^er level may be 
expected to increase total education costs by $200 to $400 TOlllion annually^ 
Exact fund requirements will vary^ of course^ with the plan that is adopted and 

the extent to which enrichment prerogatives are used by local districts. 
Special provisions such as **hold-harmless*' clauses (allowances granted to 
those districts with highek^ ip xpendlture levels to continue spending at their 
historical rates) , special tmx considerations for districts with high con- 
centrations of property wealth, and the continued distribution of the 

Available School Fund on a per capita basis will add to total education 

♦ 

costs. Variations in the State/local sharing ratio, while not altering total 
revenue requirements, will determine to some extent the tax sources to be 
used* A higher state share will place greater reliance on general taxes, 
while a higher local share will place greatet reliance on the ad valorem tax. 

In the succeeding paragraphs, we have accumulated information on revenues 
provided by several major taxes that presently exist or that have been con- 
sidexed by past legislatures. This information Is presented to provide in- 
formation about possible tax sources which might provide fund^ required for 
upward equalisation of school district revenues* 
AD VALOREM TAXES 

Ad valorem taxes provide more revenues than aiiy other tax in the State. 
They currently yield about $1.4 billion Annually and furnish major support 
to counties, municipalities , school districts ^ and other local governmental 
units. Through a State Constitutional Amendment, effective in 1968, state 
ad valorem taxes will be reduced from 47c per $100 valuation to lOo per $100 
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Vftiuation by 1977. In essence, ad valorem taxes are now the domain of the 



3^300 local government units. 

The ad valorem tax has many critics. Major crltlclstas are summarized 
below: 

1* Meaiurement ♦ The ad valorem tax Is a tax on 
value, generally applied to property. The 
determination of value Is at best a subjective 
determination made by assessors. Ko objective 
method exists to set the base upon which the 
tax is calculated. 

2. Property taxed . Statewide disparities occur in 
interpreting the definition of "property**. In 
some areas, property such as an automobile or 
personal belongings is taxed, while in^ other 
ateas the same property is untaxed. Between 
taxing authorities, taxes are not applied to thie 
same "property". 

3. Collection . An estimated $1 billion in property 
taxes is uncollected. Many assessors feel that 
the tax has to be paid when property changes 
hands and since all property eventually changes 
hands the tax will be collected. Other reasons, 
such as antiquated tax laws, complexities of tax 
suits > lack of personnel, and low penalty and 
interest charges to delinquents are cited as con- 
tributors to the collection problem* 

4. Reg^ressive nature . Many economists view the ad 
valorem tax as a regressive tax. The burden of 
the tax falls more heavily updn those with low 
or fixed incomes. A recent State Constitutional 
Amendment has allowed a local option $3,000 ex- 
clusion on ]^<9erty assessed values to persons 
over 65, years of age. This alleviates some of 
the criticism,* but erodes the tax base of many 
local government units* No specific action has 
been taken to ease the tax burden of low income 
persons. 

Despite these criticisms, which are significant, the fact remains* that 
ad valorem taxes generate revenues tha£ are the mainstay of local govern-* 
ment. Replacement of a $1*4 billion tax with another tax or a combination 
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of taxes appears politically tmrealistic. Reform of the present system to 
provide greater statewide equity, while politically distasteful, now seems 
necessary* 

Once reform has occurired,. the State tnay look again to ad valorem taxes 
as a source of additional revenue* Based on 1970-71 data, the 10c per $100 
of assessed valuation state ad valorem tax (earmarked for college buildings) 
that will survive past 1977 would have generated approxitnately $49,839,000 
(assessed value 1970-71 of $49,839,268,000 X •10/$100) • If applied to the 
estimated market value of property in the State the same tax would generate 
$130,243,609 (estimated market value 19 70- 7L of $130,245,^9^000 X .10/$100)* 
The additional $80 million or 6.1C per $100 market value could be shifted 
to general funds and be made available for other state programs* If the 
state chose to use' the ad valorem tax, each 10^ per $100 levy on ^he market 
value of property could be expected to generate about $130 million in 
revenues. 

SALES TAXES ^ ^ 

The sales tax is a levy upon all persons who purchase items at retail 
with certaitt kinds of food, drugs, and services exempted from taxation. The 
tax is capalile of generating large revenues (a 4% levy currently yields itt 
excess of ^810 million annually). Generally speaking, the sales tax is: 

1, Eailly measured * Merchants and taxpayers can 
easily tiieasure the tax due based on prlaes 
paid at the time of sale. 

2. Regressive . Persons with low incomes may be ^ 
expected to pay a higher portion of their 

income in tax than persons with higher incomes. 
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3. Relatively eailly adttlnlgtered . Collection of 
the tax depends on reports filed by merchants 
who collect the tax* Most reports are filed. ^ 
Business records may be audited to verify the 
accuracy of reportj.. Delinquencies and failure 
to pay are probably ^significant administrative 
problems in^ terms of time and imlpawer require- 
ments^ but probably insigniflctnt in terms of 

^ revenue losses when compared to revenues 

^ generated. 

4. An existing tax t Sales tax administrative 
machinery Is in operation* The tax has been 
used for several years and taxpayers and 

" legislators have passed the "new- tax threshold." 

Based on current collections ^ each It addition to the sales tax rate 
might be expected to yield approximately $202 million per year. Of course > 
as retail sales increase as a ^result of additional purchasing and Inflation, 
yields ftom a sales tax will also lncrea9e« 

Related to the sales tax is a 4% levy 'on aatomobile sales. Each addi- 
tional 1% added to the curtrent-tax is estimated to yield about $39 million. 

According to the Texas Research League, the Inclusion of groceries in 

•■' „ ■ * 

the 4X general sales tax levy would add another $20 million (1/4 of 1% 
increase in sales tax yield for each IX of tax levied) to State revenues, 
tor aach IX added above 4X> $5 million in revenues might be expected. A 
special report to the Texas Senate in 1971, prepared by Senators Schiwartz 
and Mauxy, Indicates $80 million could be generated by extending the 
coverage of the sales tax to servlci^ items such as barber and beauty shop 
servlcij, laundry and dry cleaning, automoT>ile repairs, telephone and telegraph 
service, and advertising services. 

IMCOME TAXES * ) * 

Incom* taxes on individuals and corporations are considerlftd by many to 
be the last untapped major source 6f tax revenue available to Texas. A 
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corpormte incoae tax or a tax on corporate profits has received taore legis- 
lative attention in recent sessions than has the individual income tax. As 
m practical matter, corporate Income taxes would yield considerably less 
tMn individual income taxes. Texas Research League estimates T)lace corpo- 
rate profits tax yields at $45 million per 1% levy and individual income 
tax yields at $260 million with & $1,000 personal exemption. In 1971, 
Professor Daniel C. Morgan, 1jr.l of the University of Texas Eeonomics Depart- 
ment estimated a, 1% corporate profits tax would yield between $42 and $50 

» 

million per year. He also estimated a 1% personal Income tax on Federal Ad- 
justed Gross Income (AGI) minus Fedetal exemptions but not Federal deductions 
^would produce $200 million a year. Other modifications to AGI and a $1000 
personal exemption could havu increased the yield to $210 million. 

From this discussion, it may he determined that corporate income taxes 
could be used as a supplementary source of state funds. Major, ^^crjeases In 
state fund requirements may call for the imposltit)n of an Individual income 
tax. Replacement of ad valorem taxes with ^ personal Income tax would seem 
to require a 6% to 8% income tax levy. 

OIL AND NATURAL GAS 
SEVERANCE TAXES 

Oil and gas are taxed at A. 6% and 7.5% of market value, respectively, 
when extracted or severed from Texas land or controlled offshore holdings. 
Each IX of the taxes generates $41 million for ol3r and $15 million for gas. 
Increases In these rates could be expected to provide proportionate increases 
In revenues* In considering this tax, it should be noted that some promi- 
nent geologists have stated that current oil and gas reserves may last only 
about 8 years at the present rate of consumption* While new reserves are 
being discovered, the long range benefits from these taxes may diminish. 
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MOTOR FUEL fAXES 

Motor ftiel taxes are 5c a gallon and currently provide $347 million. 
One fourth of these taxes are dedicated to the Available School Fund while 
most of the balance ia used for road construction throughout the State. It 
may be estimated that each Ic increase in motor fuel taxes could provide 
another $69 million in revenues. Increasing gasoline consumption may accele*- 
rate this tax yield in the current year, but ecological restraints an^ petro- 
Icito nhortages in the near future may ceduce yields in subsequent years . 
CIGAREtTE, BEER, 

AHD LIQUOR. TAXES / - : 

Cigarette taxes provided an estiiDated $223 million in 1972, while beer 

taxeci iLiid liquor taxes produced $40 million and $27 million respectively. 

Tax irates are as follows : 

. Cigarettes - 18.5c per pack 

. Beer - $5.00 per barrel and 16.5c per gallon 
of malt liquor. 

• Liquor - $2.00 per gallon of alcoholic liquors 
' - 17c per gallon of venous liquors 
less than 14% alcohol 

- 34c pet gallon of venous liquors 
» greater than 14% alcohol 

- 10% tax on gross receipts of alcoholic 
beverage permit holders 

An increase of Ic a pack in cigarette taxes would provide an estimated $12 

million. A 10% increase in beer taxes (50c ^ barrel for beer aiid 1.5c per 

gallon of malt liquor) could add aa much aa $4 million to state revenues. 

Each 10% increase in liquor taxes (20c pet gallon o^ alcoholic beverages, 

^2c a gallon on various liquors « and a 1% addition to the alcoholic beverage 

tax) would yield an estimated $3 million. 

SUMMARY ' 

In th^sTslkction we have listed sources Of revenue which the Legislature 
may wish to consider^ This section Is intended to be informative in nature 



and do not recoimnend' the use of any * particular tax enumerated . The * 
estimates set forth herein are based on reports of other organizations or on 
current collection estliuates prepared by the State Comptroller of Public 
Accounts. While ve consider the sources of these estimates to be appropriate » 
we cannot and do not guarantee that such yields will be realized since the 
tax yields discussed are subject to many variables. Thesre data have been 
accumulated for planning purposes only* ^ 
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Pletsc Rgturn 

By August lff7 1972 



TEXAS SEHATE CONMITTEE TO STUDY SCHOOL FIHWKE 



SCHOOL PIHAHCE QUESTIOHNAIRE 

]■■, ^.^ ' , 

QOESTIOHS RELATING TO ' 
DISTRISUTIQN OF rUWOS 

PI wist respond to questions 1 through 9 by circling the alpNibetIc 
character In front of the response lihlchjigst nearly reflects your opinion* 

1. wiaFis tha desirable relatloiishlp Of State and local f uSS f or^ 
financing public school curnj^t operating costs (exclusive of Federal fund- 
Ino and 1and» building and equlpnient fUfiaIng}? Acttwl practice Indicates 
that-5t6te funds provide approxliwately 4W, county and local funds provide 
approximately 4U» and Federal funds account fbr approximately llx» 

— ^ ^ State Share Local Share 

a. loot OX - 

b. 90X 10» 
c- m 20X 
d- 70* 30« 

e. m X 40t 

f . 50% 50X 

. g. m ~~ 6CM^-^ 

h* 30K 70X 

\. ZQ% 80X 

i. iwt 9m; ' 



— k. ox ^ loox 

2. Which of the following niethods of financing public school 
education do you favor? 

ifr^ R^tatiTcuf nent Foundation School Program without 
modification* 

b. Revise current Foundation School Program, procedure for 
assigning local district cost shares (local fund assign- 

^ ment) while retaining other facets of the Program* ^ 

c. Rework specific components or categories of expenditure 
-of -thr Foundation School Program^ but retain the cc^ificept* 

d* Full State funding with distribution basW^pwi an equal 
amount per student* 

e,~"Equall2e '*per student expenditures" in some manner other^ 
than use of the Foundation School Program concept or full 
State funding* 
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z 

3, Alloci^orts af State fumls to loctT school dHstr1ct$ should: 

a. Be velaMd to specific progrun purposes or categories 
of expeiyiltures, such as teacher salarle*, transporta- 
tion » wr^ operatljf*^ and wa1ntenam:e. — ^ ^ 

b. Provide an unrestricted grant to be usedl as determined 
by Individual districts. 

c. Provide an unrestricted grant for general support of 
the districts, but special grants for certain prodraw 
purposes, such as special education and vocational 

< education. 

4. To provide funding to local districts, **?ch of the follow- 
Infl general concepts do you prefer? 

a. Power equalizing - Each district selects a tax rate to 
apply to the market value Af Its property. The SUte 
guarantees a level of return for each tax rate* All 
districts taxing at a given tax rate receive equal tax 
yields*, local support Is generated by an ad valorem 
tax an market values. State funds or equalization con- 
tributions from wealthier districts provide noh-local 
support. . 

b. Percentage equalizing - Each district determines it% cm 
budget and then supports that budoet 1n the same propor- 
tion that Its wealth per student (market value of property 
within the district per student) bears to the wealth per 
student of the State as a whole, local support Is gener- 
ated by an ad valorem tax on market values* State fuhds 
or equalization contributions from wealthier districts 
provide non-local support. 

c. Block grant - State provides each district with a fixed 
number of dollars per stu4ent. 

d. -iWeighted block grant - State provides each district with 

a fixed number of dollars per basic student pirogram (i*e«, 
elementary education). Students in other than basic pro- 
grams C1-«.» special education, vocational education) are 
funded at a weighted rate that reflects differences in _ 
program operating costs* 

e*- Foundation Program - Entitlement to funding is based 
on specific funding levels for certain citocoriej^f 
expenditures. The State and-lecat schcoV districts 
share the costs of these program areas (categories Of , 
expenditure) in a predetermined ratio ^ 

f. Other (Please describe); 



126 



continued 



. Exhibit A 

5, Which of the following student data should be used as the 
basic measure for deterinining entitlement to public school funding? Tti 
current basis is average daily attendtnct. 

a. Enrollinent - The number of children Mho are eligible 

- to attend public free school and who register to attend 
as determined on a given day such as the third or tenth 
class day* 

b. Peak enrollment - The highest enrollment experienced by . 
t school or district during Its operating year, 

c. Average daily membership - foUl aggregate di^ of 
enrollment divided by toUl days taught, 

d. Average deily attendance - Total aggregate days of 
attendance divided by the totel days taught. v 

$. if local enrichment to a besic public education finance plan 
is to be provided, which of the following would you preferT 

a. Allow optional district ed valorem taxes to provide an 
additional 5| revenue above the basic plan « 

b. Allow optional district ad valorem taxes to provide an. 
additional IM revenue above the basic plan. 

c* Allow optional district ad valorem taxes within limits 
but equalize yield. For example, all districts taxing 
at the same rate per $100 of value wouTd receive the 
same '^per student** yield. Equal iution of yield 
would be administered by providing for remittance to 
the StaU where yields exceed the guarantee and by grants 
fHm the State where yields do not provide the guaranUe. 

d. Other (Please describe): . ■ . ^ 



7- Should school districts with comparatively small enrollments be 
encouraged to consolidate? If answer to this question is "Yes." 

how should these districts be encouraged? 

a* Provide incentive payments for a limited number of 
years after consolidation* 

b* Fund smaller districts at the same "per pupiV' level 
as larger districts* 

c. Legislative action imposing consolidation* 

d. Other (Please describe): 
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, E^ehtbtt A 

8* Th€ Fo4indat1on School Program provides reiwibufsement for 
transporting regular students who live two or more miles from the 
school they attend* In the future, transportation should be pro- 
vided for elementary arid secondary school students: 

a* Who live 1/2 mile or more from the school they attend, 

b. Who live 1 mile or more from the school they attend. 

c. Who live 1-1/2 jnlles or more from the school they attend. 

d. Who Ifye 2 miles or more from the school they attend. 

e. Regardless of the distance they live from school. 

f. ]tn accordance with policies adopted by the State Board 
of Education. 

g. In accordance with policies adopted by local district 
governing boards. 

h. Other (Please describe): _^ ^ 



9* Which of the following should be used to provide for capital 
requirements, sfich as land purchases, building construction , and permanent 
fUtutt icqulsivton? 

a. Funds made available to districts as a part of a basic 
financing plan. 

b. Local tax levies, specifically earmarked for capital 
outlays, in addition 'to taxes levied under a basic 
financing plan. 

c^ Combination of local and State funds that supplement the 
basic financing plan. 

d. Other (Please describe): , 
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10. Indicate your preferred inethod of allocatiny State funds to local 
school districts for the following education program categeries by placing 
an "x'^ in the appropriate column* {Page 6 has been provided for refnarks 
related to the funding of categories listed below*) 



Program Categories 


Special Grants 
for This Purposi 
Based Upon 
District Need 


Part of Basic 
Public School 
Support 
Formula 


Should Not 
Be Supported 
by State 
Funding 


Administrative personnel 


/) 






Teaching personnel 








Clericert<' custodial, 'mainte- 
nance and other personnel 


ff 

> 






Deif» hard of hearing 








Blind 








Hentally retarded 








Physically handicapi>ed 




(— 




Emotionally disturbed 








Hyperkinetic 








Hult1*hand1capped 








Speech handicapped 








Pregnant students 








Slow learners 








Gifted students , 








Disadvantages (family in- 
:ome below subsistence level 








Non-£ngl1sh speakihcf 








Pre^kindergarten 








Kindergarten 








Adult education 








Adult handicapped 








Vocational education 








Driver training 








Educational T.V. 








Research 








Sumner school enrichment 
programs 








Sumner school remedial 
programs 








Transportation - regular 








Transportation ^ special 
education 








Facility ^intenance ind 
operations costs 








Capital construction costs 




4 


* 


Extra-curricular activities 
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R^rks reUted*to question #10: 
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Kxhtbtt A 

^. 7 

11. The following factors rteed to bt considered In developing a 
revised plan (fonnula) for allocating State funds to local school d1s«* 
tricu. Rate the significance which you attach to each factor by plac- 
ing an '*x'* In the coiuinn that represents your views* 



Plan Considerations 1 


i^rniii^niiTTiinini 


unnecessary 


> ■ 

Allowances for regional cost 
differences 








Phaed Implementation of a 
^ ' new flnence plan 








c; Allowances for districts 
located In municipal areas 








d. Ease of administering plan ^ 








Recognition of differences In 
program operating costs (Ue., 
vocational education* special 
education* elementatfy iduca- 
tloh) 






1; 


f* Problems feced by districts 
with declining enrollments 








g* Problems faced by districts 
with rapidly Increasing en« 
rollmehts 








h» Statutory minimum compensation 
schedules for professional 
employees 








t« Statutory maxlimim compensation 
schedules for professional 
employees 








J* Use of staffing fotrinulas to 
calculate district funding 
entitlement 








k. Use of inflation factors to 
automatically adjust formula 
allowances 








1. Inner city school oroblems 


* 






m. Sparse area school problems 








High proportion of students from 
non<*English speaking families 








04 High proportion of students from 
low income families 








p* Consolidation of school dis«* 
tricts with low enrollments 









# # 1* 
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continued 



Exhibit A 



QUESTIONS RELATING TO 
6ENERATI0W OF REVENUES 



U. Do you favor: 

i« Stitc^ collection of ad valorM tixti? 

b. State suptrvlslon of local ad valorM 
tax cOl1fct1o«is7 

c. State supervlsfoh of property appraisal? 

dt Regional collection arid administration ^ 
of ad valorem taxation? 



Circle One 
for Each 
0<iest1o<i 



Yes 

Yes 

Yes 

Yes 



No 

No 
No 

No 



e. Other (Please describe): 



13. Listed below are several sources which might be used to 
provide additional revenues for public school educatlont If an additional 
amount Is needed. Circle the alphabetic character In front of the tuM 
alternatives which you prefer to use If additional revenue Is need«d. 

a. Sales tax Increase 

b. Individual Income tax 
c* Corporation Income tax 
d* Luxury tax 

c. Production and regulation tax Increase 
f* Value added tax 

g. Liquor and beer tax Increase 

h. Parl^mutuel betting tax « 

... * ^ 

1. Cigarette tax Increase 
S. intangible property tax ^ 
k« Real property tax (State) 
1. Real property tax (1oci(1) 

m« Personal ^perty tax if 

4 ^ 

n. Autombfle tax (annual pro]^rt;y tax) 
0. Other: . 
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continued 



QUESTIONS RELATING 
TO TEACHERS 

14. Which of thf follwlnfi factors should bt iised In detemlhlng 
teacher salaries. Cirole the alphabttic character In front of all factors 
Mhlch feel should be used. 

•» Yean of experience 

Amount of college training 

€t Quality of Iridlvldual mrk 

d. Hatlonal teacher sal airy averages 

i« 9r«d« taught 

f« Subjects taught 

g, 6eograph1c tocatfon of assignment i 

h. iStatutory minimum compensation schedule 
1« Statutoif7 maximum compensation schedule 

15. The Foundetlon School Program Is generally based upon a pupil- 
teacher ratio of 25-to^l. Should this basic ratio: 

a* Remain the same? 

b. Be lowered (fewer stiidents per teacher)? 

c. Be Increased (inore students per teacher)? 

Circle the alphabetic character In front of the response which reflects 
your opinion. 

16. Should teacher salaries be adJusUd automatically each year to 
reflect changes in: 

a. National teacher salary averages? 

b. Statewide cost-of<*11v1ng Increases? 

c. Statewide average salaries for similar professions? 

Circle the alphabetic character in front of those which are appropriate! 
In your opinion. 

Please be sure you have answered all questions. Thank you for your assis* 
tance. To assure consideration of your thoughts and suggestions» please for** 
ward this questionnaire to the Coimiittee In the envelope provided. 
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SchxQOl Fin«ne« Queitionnairo Rctulu 



State Board 
UgUlativa ot Education 
iMiiybara ami utmbara and 



Qutationnairta Kiiletf 
Qtiaatlonnairca latum«4 
rarcatit Katucntd of Hailing 

Ic Statt/iocal Fandlng Hixt 



candidatM 

345 
48 
I4t 



candidate* 

45 

367. 



School School 
Supet« Board 
intendertta Prealdenta 



Henbeca ot 
the Tejcaa 
$j::ate Teaehera 



Hembera ot 
the texAa 
Glaatroam 
Taaehera 



Henbexa ot 
the texaa 

AaaoeUtion 

o£ School 



123 
61 

50% 



123 

3? 
30t 



Ho,... Fareant Wo,, Fere en t Ho^ Peteetit No. Percent 



a^ 


lOOt/0% 


h. 


fOt/10% 




t0%/20% 


d. 




e* 






50%/50% 




40%/6dX 


h. 


3OX/70% 


tu 


Kd anavar 



10 


21% 


S 


31% 


18 


30% 


9 - 


24% 


4 


8% 


1 


6% 


8 


13% 


10 


2';% 


12 


25% 


2 




15 


25% 


10 


26% 


^ 6 


12% 


I 


6% 


/ 


iit% 


5 


14% 


6 


13% 


4 


2S% 


4 


6% 


1 


3% 


? 


15% 


3 


19% 


8 


13% 


1 


3% 


1 


■ 2% 


























1 


3*S 


• 2 


4% 






I 









Select nnance Hethodt 
a« 

d. 



tu 

X2. 



lUtaiti current T*S*T* 
Xeviae r*S*f* local fund aaaitn«ent 
Xeifork f^S^f, eoaiponenta 
Full State funding^ equal $ per pupil 
equalise in io«e nanner other then 

6r full State funding 
CoMbinatiod of b & c 
Ha enawer 



3* Allocation of State ftjndi ahoUldu 

a« le related to prograiw or categorlea 

b. Provide unreatricted grant 

c, Provide unraatrieted grant for general 

support » hut apecial grants for 

certain prograwe 
tl* Coeibinatlon of f & e 
X2, Ko anaver 



The preferred concept to uae In funding 
local diatriets la'^ 
Power e<4uall«lng 
Percentage equalising 
mock grant 
Weighted block grant 
Foundation prograis 
Coeibinatlon of a & h 
Coeiblnatlon of a & d 
Combination of a » by & e 
Cowbinatlon of d ^ e 
Perftntage equalising vlth 100% State 
support for special ed, lOd'% local for 
cupital* and }00% ioeal for aaUnea 
above ttlninuM 
Governor** cowatttee tecoewendation 
lase State ahare on what la nt,«ded to 
insure a diatriefc provides for 
educational requlre»ehta 
t%4 Ho eniver a 



a* 

b« 
c* 
d. 
e« 

XU 

X3» 
X4. 

its. 



xn 



3 

16 
12 



6% 
15% 
33% 
25%^ 

13%- 



25^ 
31% 

25% 

19% 



/ 
22 
15 
15 



11% 

36% 

25% 



5 
8 
10 
IG 



14% 

22% 
2V^ 
26% 

11% 



Asaoeiation Aaaociatlon Adulntatratoi 

81 18 25 

45 * 6 13. 

56% 33% 

Ko. Percent No. Perejant 



52% 
♦*o-_ Pircant : 



6 


13% 


1 


16% 


1 


8% 


9 


20% 


1 




2 


15% 


16 


35% 


I 


1?% 


i 


54% 


7 


16% 






z 


15% 


3 


n 


3 


50% 


1 


8% 


A 


9% 











13% 



11 


2b% 


I 


in 


6 


46% 


16 


36% 


3 




4 


31% 


4 


9Z 


1 


in 


2 


15% 


6 


n% 


1 


16% 


1 


8% 



4% 



4 


8% 


















1? 


35% 


9 


56% 


21 


34% 


12 


32% 


28 


62% 


5 


11% 






15 




9 " 


24% 


I 




'22 


46% 


6 


38% 


24 ^ 


30% 


IS 


41% 


16 




4 


8% 


1 
























1 


ZZ 


1 


3% 






"4 

7 


6% 


2 


12% 


10 




Q 


24% 


3 


7Z 


15% 


2 


13% 


12 


2^1 


4^ 


11% 


7 


16% 


12 


25% 


4 


25% 


6 


IfSi 


10 


2n 






13 


2?% 


4 


25% 


13 






19% 


12 


26% 


6 


13% 


3 


19% 


18 


M' 


'J 


13% 


21 














I 


3% 


























1 


. a% 






































1 




















I 




















3 


6i 


1 








1 


P 







in 



'83% 



33?. 



^01 



6 46% 
3 23% 



4 31% 



31/ 

'15A 

38% 
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stmt :oHHm gg to s tooy school i?icc;\*v X 

^chool f innncc Qutitioniuilre Kesult* ^ 
Sapttwbir 12. 1972 



Exlitbtt 1 



Hemberi ot 



School 

i23 

3? 
305^ 





Itenbers of 


Henbeca of 


Hembera of 


th« Taxaa 


Ktiiibtrt oi- 


the T€XA« 


the Tcjtaa 


the Texaa 


Aaa(»ciation 


th* t*xjui 




Aaaociatlon 


Ataueiatlon 


^f 3ceondaify 




Ttacheri 


of School 


Li School 


School 


Aisociatioti 


All delation 


Administraturg 


Boarda 


Prineioali 


81 


18 


25 


34 






6 , 


13 


16 






^ 33% 


52% 




■ 4lt 


No. Screen t 


No. Patfe«nt 


No. Far cent 


No. Percent 


No. Par cent 



Sehoola 

52 
31 
617. 



Hcmbera of 
the taxaa 
Congreaa ot 

mil 

33 
6 

187. 



f 

10 
10 

5 
1 
1 



^5 

10 
10 



12 
9 



15 

X 



tux 
m 

26% 
14X 

3X 
3X 

3% 



14X 

22% 

26% 



32% 
24% 



41% 
3% 



16 

7 
3 
4 



6 
11 
16 

4 

6 

2 



13% 
20% 
35% 
16% 

n 

9% 



13% 
25% 
36% 

9%- 

13% 

4% 



16% 
17% 
17% 

50% 



28 62% 
1 ^% 



16 36^ 



177. 
16% 



17% 



^83% 



8% 

S4% 
15^ 
8% 



46?. 
31% 
IS?. 



46% 
23% 



3 IS 



3 m 
5 31% 

4 25% 

2 12% 

2 13% 



25^: 

31% 
6% 



1 9 


24% 


3 


n " 


2 


33^S 








; 4 


11% 


7 


16?, 






4 


Sl'i':. 




' 10 


2^% 




4'>i 






I 






, 7 


19% 


12 


26% 


3 


^o:i 










13% 


21 




I 






3eu 




; 1 


3% 

















44% 
12% 



44^i 



3ri 
13% 

13?. 



6% „ 



I 

" 2 
10 
1 
3 
3 
I 



1 
10 

6 
4 



I 

10 
3 

4 
3 



5% 

9% 
48% 

5% 
14% 
14% 

5% 



5% 
48% 
28% 
19% 



9 43% 
4 19% 



8 38% 



5% 
48% 
14% 
19% 
14% 



4 
2 
14^ 
4 

3 
3 



2 
II 
11 

4 



15 

2 



13% 
6% 
4S% 
13% 
10% 
10% 



3% 

7% 
35% 
35% 
d3% 

7% 

3% 



29% 
16% 



48% 
7% 



23% 
297* 
19% 

3% 
23^4 



33% 
16% 
17% 
17% 



17% 



33% 
33% 
34% 



2 33% 
1 17%. 



3 50% 



2 33% 
4 67% 



Advlaora 
to Senate 

Co— t ttea 

18 

10 

56% 



Cowfoatte 

948 
310 

33% 



* 












60 


19% 


2 


20% 


47 


15% 


4 


40% 


96 


31% 


I 


10% 


35 


11% 


2 


20% 


32 


10% 


1 


10% 


32 


10% 




* 


2 


1% 






1 


1% 






5 


2% 






24 


8% 


4 


40% 


90 


29% 


3 


30% 


95 


31% 






60 


19% 


I 


10% 


31 


10% 


I 


10% 


3 


•1% 


I 


10%' 


7 


2% 






* 




4 


40% 


125 


40% 






45 


15% 


6 


60% 


131 


42% 






S 


2% 






4 


\x. 






39 


13% 


3 


3o:i 


63* 


20% 






48 


15% 


2 


20tt 


69 


22% 


I 




•^6 


26% 






1 


mi 






I 


0% 






I 








2 


l^ 






•*, 








\ 








i 








1 
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TEXAS SEKATE e€Wm £E3!Q, StltuV SCHOOL fWA 
School finance Queitiomulro Rciulti 



State Board 
UgUUtlva EdaeAtion 
mtmbcra and membata and 
Candida taa ^and i datea 



Schaal „ School 
Super* Board 
intandenra Ptaaidenta 



Hambera o£- 
the-TeKaa 
State teacher a 

AtaG^iatimi 



Mambeta oi 

the taKaa 

ClaairooM A 
teacher a 
Aia»x^.tat:lon 



No. Peretrtt .Ho> Pareent lio. Pereent fip. P_eree_nt 



flo. Pjereent No* Percent 



5« IChieh atudant data ahould be uaed to 
datarAina iundlng tntltlemeut? 
a^ Enrol Iscrjt 
b* Eaak anrolliMnt 
o« Avarata dally neaberahlp 

d. AViraga dally attendance 
Xm Ho anavar 

6« Which do^you pr«£ar for local enrlehaient? 
a. Optional local ad valor tai taxaa to 

add 5% to baaie plan 
b« Optional local ad valoren ta^ea to 

add ItfK to baale plan 

e. Optional local ad valorem tax ulthln 

llalta, ylald actuallxad anong diatrleta 
XI « I^cal anrlctMMnt Halt ad to 15Z 
X2« Local anrlctiaiant lUltad to 25% 
X3* Unllsitad local anrlpdiMnt 
X4, Xo local anrlchMnt 
X5* EariehMnt ot aqual doUara pgr child 
X6. EnrlchMtit tax alloved ^ m ot ylald 

givan1:o Stata 
X7« EnrichMnt dalayad until baalc plan 

Isplmanted. '> 
X8« aitavar 

7* Should ithdol diatrleta with eonparatlvaly 
aMill anrollmanta be encouraged to conaolldata'? 
Yaa ^ 
No 

^ **H^^» Ho 
Kor anaVar 

7a« How ahould thaaa diatrleta be encouraged? 
a« Provide Incentive peywenta 
b« fund aMeller dlatr^te et aeaie "per pupil" 

level «e lerger diatrleta 
c« tegleletlve ee^ion 
XI. combination of a & b 
X2« Cottblnatlon of a & e 

X3, teliyetlve ectlon, but diatrleta ellowcd 

to ehooae m9rf*^ partner 
X4* teglalatlve eetlon if dlatrlct doea not 

offer pfogreM 
X5*~-^tS^* conaolldetion through accredltetlon 

^ etenderda 
Xll« State MOAtd of Educetlon to eet 

conaolldetion requirtMnta 
X7* 500 pupile Miniamai aiie 
XI* tOOO puplta ailniMU« alte 
Xf. rineneiel penelty if leei than 1/^5 

teachar/pijpil retlo. exiata 
XlO« Denelty ot aree determlnea ellowable 

diatriet eixe 
Xll. Provide Ineentivea texpeyere cen feel 
\ eo they will puah for conaolldetion 
%U. Ho enawer 



10 




5 


3n 


6 




5 


14% 










5 




2 


137. 


12 


20% 


9 


24% 


8 


16% 


2 


33% 


14 


29X 


2 


127. 


26 


43% 


14 


38% 


2? 




3 


S0% 


17 


36% 




447. 


VI 


zn 


9 


24% 


l§ 


22% 


1 




2 


4% 


















* 


* 


4 






13% 




10% 


I 


3!i 


6 


13% 


IL 




12* 




5 


317. 


2? . 


44% 


14 


3?% 


10 


36% ^ 


2 . 


. 33% 




47^ , 


3 


107, 


22 




18 


4Q? ■■ 


i:? 


39% 


3' 


50% 




27. 














2 


4% 






} 


2% 




« 






^ I 


32. 












4% 


2 


12% 


3 


5% 


1 


3% 




47* 






1 


27* 
2T* 


2 


13% 




















2Z 






















I 










<> * 


* 












2 




2 


12% 


^3 


^ 5% 


2 




2 


4% 






4r 




13 


81% 


38 


62% 


2i' 






82% 


6 


100% 




11% 


3 


19% 


22 


36% 


8 


22~'. 


8 


18% 






























\ 


z% 






I 


. 2% 




r> 










10 


217. 






14 


23% 






9 


2ori 


4 


6n 


18 


367, 


3 


15% 


5 


8% 








16% 






fa 








14 


23% 




467/ 


21 


4n 














2 


3% 


































I 


if% 










/I 


2% 






















1 




I 


)3 


I 


2?' 










1 


6%" 






I 
















1 


6% 


























I 


ti, 


























2 




i 


2>^, 
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tBX^ SEKME CCmiTT EE TO S tUOY SCHOOL FINANCE 
School Finance Questionnaire Results 
September 12. 1972 



2 



3ol School 

fcr- Board 

if ndente Pretidents 

Hrcent Koi Percent 
f 



Members of 
the Texas 
State TeAchers 
Association 



Hembers of 
the Texas 
Classroom 
Teachisrs 



Members of 
the Texas 
Association 

of School 



Association Admini^ tr at ors 
K&>-£ayeent No/' Percent Ko. Percent 



Members of 
Members of the Texas 

the Texas Association Members of Members of 

Association of Secondary the Sioall the Texas 

of School School Schools Congress of 

Boards Principals Association Pl^'s 



Advisors 
to Senate *- 
Committee 



Composite 

No> Percent No. Percent No> ^Percent No. Percent No. Percent No. Percent 



m 


5 


14Z 










1 


8% 


. 2 


12% 


2 


9% 


3 


10% 


1 


17% 


1 


10% , 


36 


12% 


10% 




247, 


a 


18% 


2^ 


33% 


2 


15% 


2 


12% 


4 


19% 


4 


13% 


1 


17% 






51 


16% 




14 


387. 


27 


60% 


3 


50% 


8 


62% 


10 


63% 


10 


48% 


15 


48% 


2 




5 


50% 


136 


44% 


27Z 


9 


24% 


10 


22% 


1 


17% 


2 


15% 


2 


13% 


5 


24% 


9 


29% 


2 


33% 


4 


40% 


85 


27% 










































1% 



10% 


1 


3% 


6 


13% 


I 


17% 




1 


6% 


2 


10% 


3 


10% 


1 


16% 






44% 


14 


37% 


16 


36% 


2 


33% 


8 62% 


7 


44% 


11 


52% 


16 


52% 


1 


17% 


7 


70% 


36% 


18 


49t 


17 


39% 


3 


50% 


5 38% ^ 


5 


31% 


6 


28% 




32% 


3 


50% 


2 


20% 








2 


4% 




















1 


17% 


1 


10% 




1 


3% 












1 


6% 


















5% 




3% 


2 


4% 




it 








2 


10% 


1 


3% 











5% 



5% 



2 4% 



1 6% 
1 7% 



27 9% 
126 41% 



3%' 



116 
5 
3 
13 
3 
1 



1 

13 



37% 
2% 
1% 
4% 
1% 
OX 

1% 

0% 
4% 



62% 


27 


73^ 


37 


82% 


6 100% 


13 100% 


15 


94% 


15 ^ 


71% 


6 


19% 


6 100% 


10 100% 


227 


36% 


8 




8 


18% 












24% 


24 


78% 






75 


2% 


2 


51 










1 


6% 


1 


5% 


1 


3% 






1 
7 



74% 
24% 

q% 

2% 



m 


b 


167 


9 


20% 


4 


67% 


2 


15% 


4 


25% 


5 


24% 


2 


6% 










$6 


18% 


8% 


6 


i6Z 


— 7 


16% 






5 


39t 


2 


12% 


3 


14% 






3 


50% 


3 


30% 


55 


18% 


23% 


17 




21 


47% 






6 






38% 


6 


28% 


4 


13% 


2 


33% 


6 


60% 


103 


33% 


\ f 






































2 


1% 












1 


17% 






2 


12% 










1 , 


17% 






4 


1% 


2% 






^* 
































I 


6% 










































✓ 


27: 


I 


3 


1 


27 














1 


5% 














4 


1% 




1 


r 






• 








1 


7% 














1 


10% 


4 


n 








































1 


o;i 








































1 


0^, 




Z 


5''' 


X 


2% 






























3 


I"; 



1 17% 



0" 

0^' 
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TEXAS SENATE COMMtTT EE TO STUDY SGHOOt rtNAliCE 
School Finance Questionnaire Results 
September 12, 1972 



Legislative 
ttiembers and 
candidates 



State Board 
of Education 
members and 
candidates 



Scljool 
Super* 
Intendents 



School 
Board 
Presidents 



Members of 
the Texas 
State Teachers 
Association 



Members o£ 
the Texas 
Classroom 
Teachers 

Association 



Meml: 
th« 
Assc 

of 
Admlr 



8^ Transportation funds should be provided for 
•tudents: 

a. Who live 1/2 aile or more from school 

b. Who live 1 tiile or iDore frois school 

c. Who live 1-1/2 Miles' or more from school 

d. Who live 2 miles or more from school 

e. Regardless of distance 

f . In sccofdsnce with State Board of 

Education policies 

g. In accordance with local governlnf 
board policies 



XI. 
X2. 
X3. 
X4. 
X5. 
X6. 
X7* 



Co»binatlon of b 
Co«t>lnatlon of b 
Cbmblnation of b 
Cottblnatlon of d 
Combination of f 



& c 
& £ 
& S 
& S 



Who attend schools under court order 
Ho answer 



9. Which of the following should be used to 
ptovlde for capital requirements? 

a. Funds ss a part of a basic finsnclng plan 

b. local taxes ^ specifically set aside for 

capital requirements 

c. Combination of locsl snd 
siipplettentlng a bsslc^ plan 

Combination of a & b 



XI. 

X2:; 

X4. 

X6. 



X7. 



Comblnstlqn of b £t c 

Equal dollar per student, equalised 

among districts 
Stste funds 75% of construction 
Capital funds may be used for new 

facilities or maintenance of old 
Local taxes support capital needs 10071. 

Facilities will then be similsr to 

community and living conditions 
No answer 



No. 


Percent 


No, 


Percent 


No. 


Percent 


No. 


Percent 


No. 


Percent 


No. 


Percent 


Ko. 


* 

3 


67, 


1 




in 


Lou 


* 


11/. 


3 


/% 






1 


6 


in 






15 


25% 


7 


19% 


9 


20% 






2 


2 








6 


107. 


2 


5% 


3 


7% 


1 


17% 


1 




23Z 


2 




1 "i 


ZU7. 


5 


14% 


7 


15% ^ 


1 


17% 


3 


7 


15X 


2 


13% 


5 


10% 


y 


18% 




77 
/A 






2 


7 


15X 


9 


567.' 


6 


10% 


6 


16% 


10 


22% 


1 


16% 


2 


5 


107. 


2 


137. 


3 


5% 


5 


14% 


9 


20% 


3 


50% 


2 


1 


27. 




































1 


3% 












1 


2% 














1 


2% 








1 


27. 
























1 


2% 






1 


2% 
























1 


2% 
















3 


67. 
























3 


67. 


2 


127. 


14 


23% 


9 


24% 


4 


9% 






2 


14 


29% 


7 


447. 


22 


36% 


8 


22% 


7 


16% 


2 


33% 


4 


25 


52% 


7 


447. 


23 


37% 


19 


51% 


32 


71% 


4 


67% 


5 




































1 


2% 






2 


4% 








1 


27. 




































1 


3% 













2% 



2% 
9% 
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TEXAS SENATE COMHtTT EE TO STUPV SCHOOL FtKAt^CE 
School Finance Questionxtaire Resales 
St^ptember 12, 1^72 



Exhibit ■ 
3 



School 
Board 



Members of 

MiBfflbeifa of He«ber» of Members of the Texjis ^ 

Members of the Texas the Texas the Texas Association VMembers of Members of 

the Texas Classroom Association Association of Secondary the Small the Texas 

State Teachers Teachers of Schuol o^ School School Schools Congress of 

Assoclatloa Association Administrators Boards Pcincipals Association. PIA^s 



Advisors 
to Senate 
Committee 



Composite 



Parcant No* Percent No. Percent No> Percent Ko« Percent No. Percent Wo» Percent Ho, Percent Ko. Percent Ko» Percent Ho. Percent 



16X 


4 


11% 


3 


7% 






I 


&% 






I 


5% 


6 


19% 


I 


17% 


2 


20% 


32 


10% 






in. 


9 


20% ' 






2 


15% 


3 


19% 


6 


28% 


7 


23% 






2 


20% 


57 


19% 


lot 


2 




3 


7% 


1 


17% 


I 


«% 


I 


6% 






1 


3% 










17 


5% 




5 


l**~ 


/ 


■i ct 

iDfrn 


I 


17% 


3 


237, 


3 


19% 


4 


19% 


6 


19% 


2 


33% 


3 


30% 


60 


20% 




7 


18% 


3 


7% 






2 


16% 






2 


10% 


4 


13% 










33 


11% 


luX 


6 


l04 


10 


22% 


I 


Id7* 


2 


15% 


5 


31% 


3 


14% 


4 


13% 


1 


17% 


2 


20% 


56 


18% 


5X 


5 


14% 


9 


20% 


3 


50% 


2 


15% 


4 


25% 


5 


24% 


3 


10% 


2 


33% 


1 


10% 


44 


14% 








































1 


0% 




1 




































1 


0% 








1 


2% 




J," 


























2 


1% 








































I 


0% 


2X 






































2 


1% 


2X 






































I 


0% 








































3 


1% 


in 


9 


24% 


4 


9% 






2 


15% 


1 


6% 


4 


19% 


8 


26% 


I 


17% 


I 


10% 


49 


16% 




« 


22% 


7 


16% 


2 


33% 


4 


31% 


6 


38% 


4 


, 19% 


12 


39% 










91 


30% 




19 


51% 


32 


71% 


4 


67% 


5 


39% 


8 


50% 


13 


62% 


lU 


35% 


5 


83% 




40X 


156 


51% 




















I 


6% 


















I 


0% 


n 






2 


4% 






























3 


1% 








































I 


0% 




1 


3% 


































I 


0% 


n 


































i 
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0% 
















2 


15% 
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1% 
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1% 
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TEXAS SmXE CQK^TT EE TO STUPV SCHOOL FINANCE 



School f inancci Questionnaire Kesult* 
September 12 i 1972 



State Board 
Letlelatlve ot Education 
■cMbere and manbera and 
candldataa candidatea 



Henbera o€ 

School School the Texas 

Super^ Board State Teachers 
Intendents Presidents Association 



Mambera of iMbet 

the Texas the 1 

Claascoon Assoct 

Teachers of Sc 

Association Admlnia 



10* 1^r«ferred Method of Allocating 

Stata runda by Prograa or Category: 

1^, |Ld«inisttative Personnel: 

Special grants baaed on need 
Part of Wiaic support f otwulA 
Hot supported by State funda 
Ko answar 

b. taaching Parsoiinelt 

Spatial grants baaed oft need 
Part of baalc support formula 
Hot supported by State funda 
!to ansvar 

♦ 

e* Clerical, Custodial, Kaintenance» and 
Other Peraoonal: 
Spebial grants baaed on need 
Part ot baaic suppott'fomula 
Mot aupported by State funds 
Ko ansirer 

d/ D««f| Hard of Hearing; 

j Special grants baaad on neid 

Part of baalc support f omuls 
tloc aupported by Sti^t* funds 

j Ho Atlswar ' Jf 

e* Blind: 

Special grants baaa4 on need 

Part of baalc support formula 
Not supported by State funds 
Ho Anawar 

f, Menteily Retarded: 

Spaclel grants baasd on need 
Part of baalc support formula 
Hot aupported by Stata funda 
Ho Anawat 

g, Phyaiially Handicapped: 

Social grents baaed on need 
Part of baaie support formula 

I Hot supported by StAt* funds 

I Ho anawar 

h4 tmotloiUklly Disturbed;: 

Speclel grenta baaad on need 
Part of basic support formula 
Hot supported by Stete funds 
Ho enawer 



Ho. Percent No. Percent No, Percent No, Percent No, Percent No* Percent 



2 


4% 






3 


5% 


2 


5% 


1 


2% 


1 


17% 


2 




ai<¥. 


11 




50 


82% 


33 


89% 


43 


96% 


5 


834 ~ 


11 


5 


11% 


5 


31% 


7 


11% 


1 


3%., 












c 


A** 


"* 






2% 






1 


2% 








3 


6vi 






3 


5% 






1 


2% 


1 


17% 


2 






10 




57 


93% 


36 


97% 


43 


96% 


5 


83^ 


11 




























L 




* 




1 


2% 


]^ 


3% 


1 


2% 








* J- 


0 f. 


> 




5 


8% 


2 


5% 


1 


2% 


1 


17% 


1 


37 


nx 


11 




50 


82% 


30 


81% 


40 


89% 


. 5 


83:^ 


8 


6 






31% 


5 


8% 


4 


11% 


% 


7% 






4 


2 








1 


2% 


1 


3% 


1 


2% ■ 








33 


697, 


15 


94'^ 


39 


64% 


23 


62% 


30 


67% 


4 


66> 


8 


11 


23t 


X 


6?, 


19 


31% 


13 


35% 


12 


27% 


1 


17% 




1 


2?, 






2 


.3% 








4% 


I 


17% 




3 


6% 






1 


2% 


"x 


"3% 


1 


2% 








33 


69% 


15 


94% 


40 




23 




30 


67% 


4 


66% 


8 


U 


23% 


1 


6% 


18 


29% 


13 


35% 


12 


27% 


1 


17% 




I 


2% 






2 


3% 






2 


4% 


X 


17% 






6% 








2% 


1 


3% 


1 


tl 








3A 


71% 




94)S 


37 


61% 


20 


54% 


29 


65% 


»+ 


66;^ 




12 


25% 


1 




21 


34% 


16 


43% 


15 


33% 


1 


17^ 


b 










2 












1 


17^ 




2 


'4% 






1 


t% 


1 


3% 


1 










3$ 


73?* 


15 


94;t 


38 


62% 


22 


59% 


30 


67 ;; 


4 


bh% 


7 


11 


23% 


I 


6^ 


20 


33;^ 


14 


38% 


14 


31% 


X 


11% 


b 










2 


3% 










I 


\n 






4% 






I 


2% 


1 




1 


1% 










-t9% 


14 


Mi; 


3d 


62 


21 


57VI 


28 


b3i 


4 






11 


23% 


2 


M'i 


20 


33% 


15 


40Z 


15 




1 


17% 




2 


4/. 






2 


3'^ 






1 




X 


i7;t 




2 


W% 






X 


2^i 


1 


n 


1 
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TEXAS SIOUTS COMKlTE gE tO S TUW SCHOOL FIMANCE 
School f inane* QuMtlontiairc Results 
il«pt«ib«rj,2, 1972 



>1 School 
r« Bo«rd 
n4mtM Prtsld«nts 



fchs t«xM 
Stats TcJichtrs 
Atsoclstlon 



Hsnbsrs of Mtnbsri of Msnbsrs of 

ths Tsxss the TejUs th* Texs* 

Clssstooii Associstlon Association 

TsAchsrs of School of School 

Association Aduinlstrators Boar<is 



1 



Msmbsrs of 
ths Texas 
Association Mtpbats of 
of Secondary the Small 
School Schools 
Principals Association 



Meidbars of 
the Texas 
Con$ress of 



Advisors 
to .Senate 
Co— ittte 



i^^t Ho. Percent Ko, Percent Ko. Percent Ho. Percent No. Percent M^. Percent Ho^ P»rcsnt Ho. Percent Mo. Percent No^ £3^^ 



5X 


1 


5% 


1 


2% 


1 


17% 


12% 


33 


59% 


43 


96% 


5 


83; 


lit 


1 


3% 










It 


1 


3% 


1 


2% 












1 


2% 


1 


17% 






Q71t 

7f * ft 


43 


96% 


5 


83 ?i 


















1 
L 


tit 




2% 








2 


5% 


I 


2% 


I 






30 


81% 


40 


$9% 


5 


83)6, 


8X 


4 


11% 


3 


7% 






tx 


1 


3?. 


1 


2% 




*. ' 


V 

6AX 


23 


62% 


30 


67% 


4 




31% 


13 


35% 


12 


27% 


t 


17 . 


3% 






2 


4% 




17!i 


2% 


"l 


*3% 


t 


2% 






UX 


23 


62*; 


30 




• 4 




29% 


13 


35% 


12 


27% 


I 


17;; 


3% 






2 


4% 


I 




2% 


1 


3% 


I 


Z?. 








20 


54% 


29 


65% 


4 




34% 


16 


43% 


15 


33% 


i 




3% 










1 


in 


1% 


1 


3;< 


1 


2% 






62% 


22 


S9% 


30 




4 




334 


14 


381^ 


14 


-31% 


I 




3% 










1 


\rr\ 


2% 


1 




1 


"an 






62?; 


21 




28 


63Ji 


4 


66 


33% 




40^ 


1^ 


33.^ 


I 


VZ 


3; 






I 




1 


17 v; 


n 


1 


3^ 


1 


2.'S 







2 

11 



2 

U 



15^ 
85% 



15?. 

85 d 



0 



62 U 
38^ 



62 
38 . 



46 



16 lO0% 



16 100% 



2 

19 



2 

19 



10% 

90% 



5 
25 
1 



10% ^ 
90% > 27 



11 

5 



12 
4 



10 

6 



69% 
31% 



75V, 

25:s 



50% 
SO^i 



63% 
37^ 



50% 
"50% 



17 
4 



17 
4 



16 

5 



16 

5 



16 

S 



81% 



16% 
81% 

3^ 



13% 
87% 



I 8^^- 


2 


13% 


4 


hx 


5 


16% 


8 62;^ 


12 


75% 


14 


67% 


24 


77% 


4 30V; 


2 


12% 


3 


14% 


2 


7% 



24 77% 



19% 


3 


10% 




3 


id% 




1 


3% 


81% 


24 


77* 


19% 


3 


10% 




3 


10% 




1 


3% 


76^; 


22 


71% 


24% 


6 


19 ^ 




3 


10% 


76% 


24. 


77% 


24% 


4 


13% 




2 


7% 




1 


3% 


76% 


23 


74'.; 


24% 


5 


16^^ 




2 


*7 : 




1 


3 



17% 
83% 



17% 
83% 



17% 
83% 



o3% 
17% 



83% 
17% 



83% 
17% 



83% 

17% 



83 

11% 





19 


6% 


loot 


267 


86% 




19 


6% 




5 


2% 

, . 




17 


5t 


100% 


288 


93% 




0 


0% 




5 


2% 


20% 


27 


•% 


80% 


244 


79% 




3A 


lit 


• 


5 


2% 


60% 


215 


*• 

70% 


40% 


79 


25% 




9 


3% 




7 


2% 


60% 


211* 


70% 


40% 


77 


25% 




9 


3% 




7 


2% 


40^ 


201 


65% 


60 : 


98 


32% 




6 


2ii 




5 




so: 


211 


6t% 




88 


21% 




5 


2% 




.. 6 


2% 




201 


65% 


5o; 


95 


31% 




8 


2% 




6 


2 
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ERIC 



Tim SEMATE GOWm gg TO STUDY. SCHOOL rXNAKCE 
School fliuince Qusstlomuitrt RmuIU 



Sti>t»iib tr U > 1972 



' SUti Bomrd 

ttgUUtlv* of Education 

■•■bsrs mod ifttiibtri and 

CAtidldttHs c«ndld«tM 



Mtabits at 

School School tht Texas 

Supir-^ Board St«t« TeAchars 
InUndtnti Ptiiiddncs # Atsoclfttion 



th« T«xu th« ^ 

Cl«ssrooit Aaaoa 

TeAchert of 3 

AasocUtlon Adwlni 



to* Frif«rt«4 Mithod of Ai^ocntLng 

ttACt ruMi by ftostM or C«titory 
(Ciiitinu*d)i 

If^iftl Srahti bM«4 on (it*d 
l^art of bMlc lu^ort foraulu 
i(ot guj^r^CA^'by 9t«t« funds 
Mo $mmT V . • 

J* Htgtti^tmildleapfsd: 

tH^Ut sirAne» J>MMl on n«*d 
Pat( of tMUlc support fonwil* 
^ « M«t supHjOrttd by Stats funds 
Md aiMiMit " 

% k« tp«««H Ksndteappad: ■ 

f p«elj|I ftsnts baisd cm n«sd ' 
fsrt of basic support fotisuXa 
Mot supp^tad by Stats funds 
Mo Mwhfw - 

FraiHartt Stu4sntst 
tp«<^laX gvtini* bsjia^ on nasd 
fart of baalc support fonsula 
' Mot tupporttd by 8t«t« funds 
Mo i'tii'Mr 

c tt« ito# isarnartit 

' t|i«claX statics bass4 on naad 
fart of biuiie suppott fcjrmla 
' Mot suppbttsd by Sests fundl^ 
Mo'Answar '' a " 

Mi Cift#d Studants: 

Spacial grants baasd on nsad 

taxft^ of basic support f omwla - 
Mot Suppprtad by Scaca^funds 
Mo ansvigc 

" o« DisadVsnUcad (fa«lly incoaia balov 
' subliatsnca taval)s 

tp^i^l slants basad^ on naad 
l^art 0f baiU auj^port formula 
M6t su|^(i«>rta<i by Sesta funds 
Mo anawar 

p^ Man*ltrisUih Spaakins^ J 
Spatial slants bassd dn nssd f 
fart of baaic aupport fotnula , 

' Mot aupportad by Stata funds ^^ 
Mo ans^r 



Mo. Farcant MaT Parcatit We, Psrcsnt Ho, Pareant Ho. Pareent Mo. Parcant Ho* 1 
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61% 


14 


88% 


39 


^44% 


22 


59% 


28 


62% 


4 


66% 
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13 
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13 


29% 
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17% 
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3% 
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17% 




^6 


m 




r 


2 


3% 




3% 
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9% 
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36 * 


757, 




94% 


40 


65% 


22 


59% 


30 


67% 


4 


66% 
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9 


19% 


1* 


6% 


18 


30% 


14^^ 


38% 


12 


27% 


1 


17% 


7 


. A 1 


2% 
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3% 
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2% 


1 


17% 




2 


4t 
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3% 


1 


4t 
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32 


67% 


12 


75% 


39 . 


64% 


. 20 


54% 


25 


56% 


4 


66% 
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29% 
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19 


31% 


17^ 


46% 




42% 
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17% 
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6% 
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31% . 
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33% ' 
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31% 
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10% 
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16% 
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17% 
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2 








2 


3% 
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9% 
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, 4. 


25% 


^ 28 
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40% 
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6 


31 




12 
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20 
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31% 


4 


67% 


5 


31 


65% . 


U 


69% 


31 




19 


!iX% 
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26 


58% 


. 4 
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38^i 
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14 


38^i 


11 
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33;. 
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9% 
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■ 1 
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\- 
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63% 
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42% 


5 
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TEXAS SlHAtl C0lfaTt gg"rO STUttf SCHOOL ftUiiCt 
.School fitiAnct Quaieiomuiica MsutU 
3tpt»»b»r 12 > If 72 



bd«t School 
Ht^ Botttd 



thft TtMLS 

St«tt TMchtrt 

AtlOCjlAtlOIl 



ClAisrooM 
Xtach^ra 



MMibcra Of 
tha Taxaa 

Aaiociation 

ot School 



Aaaoclation Aditiniatriitora 



Mwibata of 
Haabara of tha Taxaa 

tha Taxaa Aaaoclation Hanbara of Mawbara of 

Aaaociation of Sacondary tha Siiall tha Taxaa 

ot School School Schoola Coograaa of 

Boarda Prlnclpala Aaaoclation PT^*» 



Advil Ota 
to Sanata 
CoMaittaa 



Coapoaita 



•Fctttt Ifo, Far cant 


Wo* 


Pateant 


Ho* 


Pateant 




Farcant 




Pareanc 


Ho. 


farcant 


Ho^ 


Pare ant 


Ho. 


farcant 




farcant 


No. 


Farcan 
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S9X 


28 


62% 


4 


66% 


6 


46% 


9 


56^; 


15 


71% 


23. 
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74% 


*■ 


83% 


5 


50% 


202 


65% 


30% 


13 


35X 


13 


29% 


1 


17% 


7 


54% 


7 


44% 


5 


24% 


10% 


1 


17% 


4 


40% 


84 


27% 


3X 


1 


3X 


• 


* 


1 


17% 










1 


5% 


3 


10% 




- 


1 


10% 


9 


3% 


n 


^ 1 


3% 


4 


9% 




• 


• 








• 




2 


6% 


• 


• 






15 


5% 




22 


59X 


JO 


67% 


4 


66% 


6 


46% 


11 


69% 


17 


81% 


24 


77% 


5 


83% 


5 


50% 


215 


69% 




14 


3ax 


12 


27% 


1 


17% 


7 


54% 


5 


31% 


4 


19% 


3 


10% 


1 


17% 


5 




to 


26% 


3t 






1 


2% 


1 


17% 


• 




• 


• 


• 




2 


6% 


• 


• • 


• 




7 


2% 


2% 


1 




2 


4% 


i 


• 


• 






- 


• 


• 


2 


7% 




* 


* 


• 


8 


3% 




20 


.54% 


£ J* 


0 


A 










■j# 


15 




22 


71% 


' 4 


^7% 


3 


30% 


187 


6Q% 


nx ^ 


17 


46t 


19 


42% 


1 


17% 


8 


62Ti 


10 


63% 


6 


29% 


6 


19% 


2 


33% 


7 


70% 


112 


36% 


n 


* * 








I 


^7% 














2 


7% 










6 


2% 


2% 






1 


t% 


















1 


3% 


• 


• 




• 


5 


2% 


m 




46% 


1$ 


40% 


2 


33% 


6 


46% 


6 


37% 


11 


52% 


16 


52% 


3 


50% 


4 


40% 


136 


44% 




14 


38% 


13 


29% 


3 


50% 


6 


46?* 


7 


44% 


4 


m 


5 


16% 


2 


33 


6 


60i 


104 


34% 


tox 




16% 


10 


22t 


1 


17% 


I 


8% 


3 


19% 


5- 


24% 


9 


29% 


1 


17% 






60 


19% 


n 






4 


9% 














1 


5% 


I 


3% 




.1 






10 


3% 




15 


40% 


18 


40% 


4 




6 




5 


Jl% 






1* 




J 








lid 


JoA 




20 


S4>i 


25 


56% 


2 




? 


. 54?. ■> 


11 


69X 


14 


67% 


16 


52^^ 


3 


50% 


8 


80*: 


178 


57% 


5X 


1 


3% 






















1 


3% 










5 


2% 


2X 


1 




*2 


■ 


















2 


6% 










8 


3% 


4.3^ 


16 


43*4 


14 


31% 


4 


67% 




38^; • 


5 


31% 


5 


24% 


9 


29% 


3 


50% 


2 


20% 


104 


34% 




19 


n% 


29 


65% 


2 


33/; 


8 


62% 


11 


69% 


14. 


66% 


18 


58% 


3 


^0% 


8 


80% 






5t 


t 




















2 


10% 


2 


7% 










13 


4% 


24 


1 




*2 


*41t 


















2 


6% 










8 


2% 




1? 


46% 


26 


58% 


4 


67 .!i 


7 


fm 


9 


56T4 


10 


47% 


11 


35 




50% 


3 


30% 


147 


47% 


2it 


14 




11 


24!^ 


2 




4 


31% 


5 


31% 


8 


38% 


112 


39% 


3 


50f. 


5 




105 


34% 




4 


n% 


4 








2 


15% 


2 


13% 


a 


10% 


6 


19% 






, t 


20% 


40 


13% 


n 


2 




4 
















1 


5% 


2 


7Z 










18 


6% 


♦n 


24 


ust 


26 


58% 


2 


m 




38^ 


8 


501 


14 




11 




3 


SO'' 


4 


m 


in 






12 




15 


33 f* 


4 


67 :i 


1 


54*4 




-441i 


5 




9 


29% 


3 


S0% 




60 


109 


35% 




I 




1 


2% 






I 


8% 


1 


6"^i 




10% 


3 


10% 










14 


S% 


4X 






3 


7% 


















2 


6U 










9 


3% 
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ERJC 



SENAtlB COMHlTT gE TO S TUOY SCHOOL FtHAHCE 
School FinAnct Quittlonnalrt Rttult* 
Sm— btr 12. 1972 



%Utfd Htthod Allocating 
Stattt tixnd$ by fto%tiM Ot Catagoty 
(COQtliHtad); 

fra-XlndargarUn: 
S^lal grantt baiad on naa4 
fart of baalc cuppott fopMila 
Hot tuppottad by S.tata £un<^ 
Ho antwtt 

Kindartarttn^ 
Sfaelal gtantt butd on naad 
fart of basic aupport fonaula 
Mot MMppovtmd by Stata fun4a - 
No anivrar 

Adult Educations 
S^ial ftanta bat ad on nttd 
fart of baalo* aupport forwila 
Mot auppottad by Staca funda 
Mo anawar 

Adult Handicappad: 
Spacial graau baaad on naad 
fart of bAaie aupport fotwla 
Mot aupportad by Stat a funda 
Mo anairar 

Vocational Education: 
Spaeial granta baaad on naad 
fart of baalc aupport fotnula 
Mot aupportad by Stata fun4i 

* Mo anav^r 

Drlvar trainings 
Spacial granta baaad on naad 
fart of baaic aupport fornula 
Mot aupportad by Stata funda 
Mo anatrar 

tducational T.V«t 
Spacial granta baaad on naad 
fart of baalc aupport formula 
Mot aupportad by Stata funda 
Mo Anai^r 

IKaaaarch^> 
Spacial granta baaad m ntad 
fart of bajiic auppoi^t formula 
Mot aupportad by Stata funda 
Mo anavar 



Stata Board 
Ugialativa ot Education 
Mn^ara 'and wan^ara and 
candidacaa candtdata a 



School School 
Supar* 8«ird 
♦intendanta fraaldanta 



Hambara of 
tha Taxaa 
Stata taachara 



Mtabara Of 
tha TasUa 
ClaaaroOM 
taachara 



Kanibara of 
tha Taxat 
AaaoclatlM 

of School 



Aaaociatlon Aaaociatlon, Admlniatratora 



Mo. fareant ^o* Parecnt No* Percant Wo* Parcant Ho* farcant Ho« fareant Mo, fare ant 



10 


217, 


2 


12% 


30 


49% 


11 


30% 


13 


29% 


3 


50% 


-2 


15% 


19 




6 


38% 


12 


20% 


15 


40% 


12 


27% 


2 


33% 


1 


8% 


lb 


33% 


8 


50% 


17 


27% 


10 


27% 


17 


37% 


1 


17% 


10 


77% 


3 


6% 






2 


4% 


1 


3% , 


3 


7% 










5 


lOX 


2 


12% 


14 


23% 


2 


5% 


3 


7% 


2 


33% 


1 


it 


36 


75% 


11 


69% 


37 


61% 


30 


81% i 


40 


89% 


4 


67% 


12 


92% 


5 


10% 


3 


19% 


9 


14% 


4 


* 11% 


1 


2% 


- 


- 


* 




Z 


. 5% 


- 


* 


1 


a% 


1 


3% 


1 


2% 


* - 


* 


- 




26 


54% 


2 


12 ?i 


33 


54% 


22 


59% 


28 


63% 


2 


33% 


6 


46% 


11 


23% 


7 


44% 


12 


20% 


,8 


22% 


10 


22% 


2 


33% 


3 


25% 


9 


19% 


1 




15 


24% 


6 


16% 


6 


13% 


2 


34% 


4 


31% 




4% 










1 


3% 


1 


2% 










31 




6 


3Bt 


34 


56% 


26 


/o% 


33 


74% 


4 


66% 


6 


46% 


8 


17% 




31% 


10 


16% 


4 


11% 


4 


9% 


1 


17% 


2 


15% 


1 


14% 




3l^i 


15 


25% 


6 


16% 


6 


13% 


1 


17% 


5 


39% 




4% 






2 


3% 


1 


3% 


2 


4% 








■A 


9 


19% 




^.4ti 


E3 


38% 


.9 


24% 


9 


20% 


3 


50% 


3 


23% 


37 




9 




3? 


60;i 


25' 


68% 


34 


76% 


2 


3S% 


10 


77ii 














2 


5% 


1 


2% 


1 


17% 






*2 


*4% 






I 


^2% 


1 


3% 


1 


2% 










/ 


in 


4 




22 


36% 


8 


21% 


7 


16% 






2 


15 


32 






56% 


38 


62% 


27 


73% 


35 


78% 


*6 


100% 


11 


85% 


? 


15';; 


3 


19% 






I 


3% 


2 


4% 










2 


4% 






1 


*2% 


1 


3/; 


1 


2% 










16 


33-U 






31 


51% 


16 


43% 


20 


4ii% 


r 3 


50% 


4 


31% 


21 


44^^i 


6 




18 


30% 


15 


41% 


23 


52% 


3 


'm 


6 


464 




n% 


^ 4 




9 


15% 


3 


13% 


I 


2% 






3 


23 d 


4 




1 




~ 3 


4ii 


I 


3% 


1 


2% 











22 


46% 


8 50% 


32 


52 i 


20 


54% 


22 


49% 


5 83% 


4 


3l^ 


1? 


35% 


5 31% 


14 


23% 


12 






38% 




b 


46; 


5 


11% 


3 19S , 


12 


20% 


4 


11% 


4 


9% 


*1 VZ 


3 


23 


4 






3 


5% 


1 


n 


2 


4% 
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£ tmxt co»fctTr iE to s tism school wmmt 

fettool FiiMiKt^ Qui«tloncuiLtr« KmuIu 



tIttihBf of 

th« t«XM 

Stats t««chiti 



HtAbsrs ot 

iMbsrs of Iki^trf ot Htabtr* o£ th« T»xa« 
ths TsxM * thi TixM thi Ttxai Af aocUtlocl Htiibiri of Hnibifs of 
CUflfroon Aiiocintlon A«cociiltion of Stcondary th« SmU thi tixti AdvUori 
TMichsrt of School ^ of School School Schools Congrsst of to Ssnut* 



Association Associstioa Adiitnistrafcors Boaifds frincipsls Assoclstton PTA*s 



mttss 



Coiiposits 



•rctnt 


fto* Fstcsnt 


1to« fstcsnt 


Mo« Fsresnt 




Fsresnt 


Ko. 


Fsresnt 


Mo* Fsccsnt 


Ko< 


Fsresnt 


No. 


Fsresnt 


No. 


Fsresnt 




13 


29% 


■' 

3 




2 


15% 


9 




7 


33% 


11 


35% 


3 


50% " 


2 


20% 


103 


33% 




12 


27t 


2 


33% 


1 


8% 


3 


" 19% 


6 


29% 


7 


23% 


2 


33t 


6 


60% 


91 


29% 


21% 


17 


37% 


1 


17% 


10 


77% 


4 


25% 




38% 


10 


32% 


1 


17% 


2 


20% 


104 


34% 


n 




7% 






* 


• 


♦ 


- 


* 


• 


3 


.10% 


- 


• (1 


- 


• 


12 


4% 


n 


3 


7% 


2 


33% 


1 


8% 


' 1 


6% 


2 


10% 


7 


23% 


1 


17% 






40 


13% 


$ix 


40 




4 


67% 


12 


n% 


13 


81% 


19 


90% 


19 


61% 


5 


83t 


'9 


90% 


235 


76t 


lit 


1 


at 




• 




«, 


2 


13% 


- 




5 


16% 






• 


* 


29 


9t 




1 


2% 




- 


* 


*■ 


• 


-» 


• 


- 


• 


• 




- 


1 


10% 


6 


2t 


5n 


28 


63% 


2 


33% . 


6 


46% 


6- 


38% 


14 


67% 


18 


58% 


2 


33t 


3 


30% 


162 


52% 


22t 


10 


22% 


2 


33^^ 


. • 3 


23% 


7 


44r; 


4 


19% 


4 


13% 


3 


50% 


4 


40% 


75 


24t 


ux 


6 


13% 


2 


34% 


4 


31ti 


2 


12^^ 


3 


14% 


6 


19% 


• 


* 


3 


30% 


63 


21t 


n 


1 


2% 


* 








I 


6^i 




- 


3 


tot 


1 


17% 


- 




10 


3% 


m 


33 


74% 


4 




6 


46% 


10 


63% 


16 


76% 


19 


61% 


3 


50% 


5 


50!i 


193 


62% 


n% 


4 


n 


1 


17% 


2 


15% 


5 


31% 


3 


14% 


2 


" 6% 


2 


33% 


3 


30% 


49 


16% 


t6X 


6 


13% 


1 


17% 


5* 


39% 


1 


6% 


2 


10% 


. 7 


23/:> 


- 


• 


2 


20% 


S7 


18% 




2 


4% 


- 


* 




* 


* 


- 




* 


3 


10% 


1 


17% 


*■ 




11 


4/* 


tit 


9 


20% 


3 


50% 


3 


23^i 


3 


19% 


5 


24% 


11 


35% 


1 


17% 


1 


10% 


84 


" m 




34 


76% 


2 


33t 


10 




13 


81% 


16 


t6% 


20 


65t 


5 


83% 


9 




217 


70% 


n 


1 


2% 


I 


17% 


























4 


1% 


n 


I 


2% 






























5 


2% 


ait 


7 


16% 






2 


IS''. 


2- 


13% 


6 


29% 


9 


29% 


1 


17% 






68 


22% 


n% 


3S 


78% 


6 


100% 


U 




13 




IS 


7n 


19 


61% 


5 


83% 


10 


100% 


220 


71% 


n 


2 


4% 










I 


b% 






2 


7% 










16 


5% 


n 


t 


2% 

* 


















1 


3% 










6 


2% 




20 


44% 


3 


50a 


4 


31^ 


4 




7 




IS 


^% 


3 


50% 


4 


40':^ 


128 


41% 




23 


52% 

U 


3 


soi; 


6 


4b 4 


8 




11 


m 


10 


32% 


3 


50% 


4 


40a 


128 


41% 


in 


t 






J 


23/'. 


4 




3 






16% 






2 


2Q% 


4:3 


14% 


n 


1 


n 


















1 


4% 










n 


4-4 




22 








4 


312. 




m- 


9 


43:; 


13 


42% 


4 


67 -'i 


4 






49% 


m 


1^ 


38lt 








40 ; 


6 


m 


9 


43'.'. 


7 


23% 


1 


I6''i 


5 


so 


09 


32% 


nt 


4 




1 




3 




1 




2 


- 


9 


29^t 


1 


17'^^ 


I 


lO'' 


a6 




■n 




4-': 














1 




a 


6" 










13 


4U 



145 
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TEXAS SENATE COt^ltt n TO S TUDY SCHOOL FmNCE 
Schodl f itwinct QuMtlCmnaire RtAalt* 
StpttiibtrJ.2, 1972 



10» frafttf*d Mtthod o£ Allocating 

Stftt* fanda by PeogrMi or Category 
(CootloMOd): V 

y* SiUHtr Sehool l^nrlchMnts 

Special gtante bosad on need 
Fart of boiic aupport fonMila 
Kot eupported by State funde 
Ko eniwer 

tt. Sumec School Kemtdialt 

Special grante boeed on need 
Fart ot baeic eupport formula 
Hot aupported by State funde 
iCo enewer 



State Board Me«bere of 

tegielative of Educaltton Scht^ol School the Texoa 

Miibere end Meabare end Super* Board State Teaehera 

cendidatee eandtdatee intendente Preeldente Aaeoclation 



Meabera of 
the Texeii 
Cloeeroon 
Teaehere 

Aeeoclatiort 



Wo. Percent Ho* Percent .No. Pereent Ho, I'erceat Ho* .Pereeftfc Ho > Percent 



No. 



12 


2STi 


? 


44% 


26 




14 


38v^ 


16 


3^% 


3 




3 




48Ti 


7 


44% 


20 


33% 


16 


43ri 


20 




'1 




S 


11 


t%% 


2 


n% 


13 


m 


■6 


16% 






2 


33^1 


5 


2 








2 


4% 


I 


3% 


1 


4U 








14 


zn 


■? 


44Ti " 


30 




16 


43% 




31% 


4 


bi% 




25 




7 


44% 


23 


3B% 




46';s 


24 


54% 


2 


33% 




6 


in 


I 






91; 


3 




,.6 


13% 






4 


3 


6X 


1 


^% 


2 


4ri 


1 


3% 


1 


2/' 
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V. , 



iKhUtt I 

7 



ttm smut cotttitT Et to s wtft school rmmz 

S.choot f iMiKs Qu«itiocuuiite Kt«ults 
SiPttabsr if, 1972 



School 



bin oi^ 
ths TtxM 

Ajsociatlon 



ths T^XAS 
ClAiscooit 
XsachcrA 
Atsociatlon 



the TtxM 
Atiociation 

of Schoot 
Ad*inlifcr*tori 



Hmbars ot 
Htnbirs of thi ttxas 

ths Taxas Aiaoclatlon Htsibsrs o£ Htnbsrs ot 

Association of Sacondary tha Swmll ths Tsxas 

of School School Schools Congrass of 

Boards Piflficipala Association P^^s 



Advisors 
to Scnats 

Cowatittee 



Coaposlts 



Ciw^ yp* Far cant No. yareant Ho. Pereant Wo. Psrcent No. Paresn^ No« Paresnt Ho^ |Lareant Ho. Pstcsnt Ho. P^jrctnt Ho, Psrcant 



u 


. 14 


381i 


16 


36r."' 


3 


SO?- 


3 


24^ ' 


7 


44'^ 


6 


297* 


9 


29% 


2 


33% 


3 


30% 


108 


35% 


i% 






20 


44tl 


I 








1 


44^:i 


8 


38?, 


13 


42% 


3 


S0% 


4 


40% 


12? 


41% 


n 




16% 


7 


16?* 




33e 






2 


n% 


? 


33% 


d 


26% 


I 


in 


3 


30% 


6? 


22% 




I 




2 


4% 


















I 


3% 










8 


t% 


h 


16 


4311 


14 ^ 


3U 


4 




4 


3l!i 




■ 44t; 




n% 


11 


35% 


I 


11% 


5 


50% 


121 


39% 


n 






24 


54% 


2 


33t 






' 1 


44% 


10 


48% 


12 


39% 


5 


83% 


4 


40% 


141 


45% 


n 


3 




6 


13X 






4 


U% 


2 


I2!t 


3 


14^^ 


1 


23% 






1 


10% 


39 


13% 


it 


I 


n 


"1 




















I 


3% 










9 


3% 
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TEXAS SEKATE COH«lTEiJ[iLSTUDk* SCHOOL FtNAHCE 
School Financft Questionnaire Kesults 

Septemb er 1 2. 1972 



X0» Ptftferted Method ot Allocating 

State Funda by ttogttm or Category 
(Continued) 1! 

«a« Tranaportatlon^Xegulat: 

5(»eeial grante based on need 
fart of baelo eupport itomila 
Hot supported by State' funda 
Ko Ansiler 

bb« transportati OA'S pec ial Educations 
Special gfante based on need 
fart of basic support fotwuta 
Hot Supported by Stats funds 
Ho ansver 

cc« faeility Kaintenancs and 
Operations Costsi 
Sptclat grants based on need 
?art of bSslci support formita 
Hot eupported by State funds 
Ko answet 

dd« Capitsl Constru0tioo Costsi 

Spsclsl grants bassd on nssd 
Fart of basic support fotMila 
Not supportsd by Stkts funds 
Ko answer 

ss« txtra^Currieulat Actlvitisss 

Spsoisl ttsnts bassd on nssd 
Fstt of basic support forsHils 
Not supportsd by Stats funds 
No answsr 



State Board 
Ugislativs o£ Education 
ASsibsrs and nssibsi^^s and 
candidates esndidates 



School School 
Super- Board 
intcndents Presidents 



HsMbsrs of 
the texts 
State teachers 
Association 



Neiabsrs of Ktsibsfs. 

the Texas ths Tsxj 

Classroom Associat 

Teachere of Scho 

Association Adainistri 



Ko* fsresnt No. Percent Ko* Percent No> Percent No> Percent Ho. Percent tjo. Perci 



7 






13% 


5 


8% . 


1 


3% 


3 


7% 


2 


33% 


I 


37 


" 77% 


n 


7S% 


34 


88% 


36 




41 


91% . 


4 


67% 


12 


2 








1 


















2 


A% 






1 


2% 




i 


1 


2% 










40% 


9 




34 


5S1i 


20 
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1 


2% 


t«% 


10 


27% 


23 


51% 


64% 


21 


57% 


21 


47% 


10% 


6 


16% 






8% 






I 


2% 



50% 
50% 



$7% 
33% 



33% 
67% 



62% 
23% 
15% 



5 38% 
7 54% 
1 8% 



5 ^38% 
7 54% 
1 8% 



r34% 


9 


zur. 


18 


40% 


^51% 


22 


59% 


21 


47% 


I 7% 




14% 


4 


9% 


' ^ 


t 


3% 


2 


4% 


26% 


10 


27% 


17 


38% 


57% 


19 


51% 


20 


44% 


10% 


7 


19% 


6 


13% 


] n 

I 


1 


3% 


2 


5% 




14 


38% 


28 


62% 


[31% 


16 


" 43% 


11 


25% 


[31% 


7 




5 


11% 


5% 






1 





33% 

en 



171 
83% 



33" 

6?^ 



3 23% 
7 54% 
3 23% 



6 38% 
9 56% 
1 6% 



50% 
44% 



6% 



5 31% 
9 56%' 
2 13% 



44% 


12 


32% 


22 


49% 


2 


33% 


7 


54% 


5 


31% 


43% 


20 


54% 


19 


42% 


3 


50% 


3 


23%- 


9 


56% 


5% 


4 


11% 


3 


7% 


1 


17% 


3 


23% 


2 


13% 


8% 


1 


3% 


1 


2% 















5 31% 
10 63% 
1 6% 



3 


23% 


5 


31% 


b 


46% 


10 


63% 


4 


31% 


I 


6% 


6 




8 




5 




7 


44% 




Ib^i 










1 


6% 



4 


19% 


9 


29% 


8 


38% 


15 


48% 


9 


43% 


6 


19% 






I 


4% 




A TV 


1 1 

Lj 




• 

o 




1 c 
IJ 




1 


5t 




3% 


2 


10% 


2 


7% 


1 A 


66% 


13 








1 c 


HOA 


1 


5% 


1 


3% 






2 


7% 


7 


33% 


14 


45% 


10 


48% 


9 


29% 


3 


14% 




19% 


1 


5% 


2 


7% 


6 


29% 


18 


58% 


13 


62% 


6 


19% 


N 


9% 


5 


; 16% 






2 


7% 


6 


29% 


10 


32% 


12 


57% 


15 


48% 


3 


14% 


5 


16% 






1 


4% 




19% 


9 


29% 


i 


62% 


15 


48% 




19% 


6 


17% 






1 


4% 


9 


43% 


6 


19% 


8 


38% 


3 


\W. 


4 


19% 


21 


68% 






1 


3% 



83% 
17% 



1 17% 
4 66% 
1 17% 



50% 
50% 



67% 
33% 



83% 
17% 



67% 
33% 



67% 
33% 



100?^ 



1 


10% 


104 


34% 


5 


50% 


99 


32% 


4 


40% 


94 


30% 






13 


4% 


5 


50% 


I** / 


H/A 


■a 






HLtm 


2 


20% 


23 


7% 






14 


5% 


5 


50% 


142 


46% 


3 


30% 


138 


45% 


2 


20% 


17 


5% 






13 


4% 


5 


50% 


110 


35% 


3 


30% 


154 


50% 


2 


20% 


33 


11% 






13 


4% 










5 


50% 


135 


44% 


3 


30% 


132 


43% 


2 


20% 


29 








~ 14 


4% 


2 


20% 


109 


35% 


6 


60% 


153 


49% 


2 


20% 


34 


11% 






14 


5% 


2 


20% 


97 


31% 


4 


40% 


151 


49% 


4 


40% 


49 


16% 








4% 



60% 

40% 



133 
tOl 
66 
10 



<3 



43% 
33% 
21% 
3% 
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#5 



TEXAS SEHAtE COMMITT EE TO S TUDY SCHOOL FmilCE 
School finance Questionnaire Heaulta 
SeptcMber 12. 1972 



t«siit«tiv« 
acttb^rt and 
candicatca 



12* Do You favotj 

a. State collection of ad valoraii taxes t 
Yea 

No 

Ko ahavar 

b* State aupervision of local ad Valoren 
tax coUectionj? 
Yea 

Xo aoswer 

^ c« State auperviaion qf* property appraiaalt 
Yea 

Ho ' 
Kb answer 

d. Xegtonal collection and aduinistration 
of ad valorcw taxcat 
Yaa 

Mo 

Ko anaifer 



Stat^ Board 
of Education 
fiembera and 
candid a tea 



School 
Super- 
intendents 



School 
Board 
Preeidents 



Manbera of 
tha Texaa 
State Teachera 
Aasociation 



t^embers of 
the Texas 
Classroom. 
Teachera 

Association 



Menbera of 
the Texas 

Aasociation 

of School 
Adainiatratori 



fo. 


Percent 


No. 


Percent 


No. 


Percent 


Ko. 


Percent 


Ko. 


Percent 


No. 


Percent 


Ko, 


Percent 


12 


25% 


3 


m 


17 


26% 


16 


43% 


9 


20% 


I 


17% 


4 


31% 


30 


63% 


11 


69% 


35 


57% 


17 


46% 


34 


76% 


5 


83% 


6 


46% 


6 


12% 


2 


12% 


,9 


15% 


4 


11% 


^ 2 


- 4% 


« 




3 


23% 


22 


46% 


3 


19% 


32 


52% 


19 


51% 


23 


51% 


k 


83% 


7 


54% 


22 


46% 


10 


62% 


17 


28% 


15 


41% 


18 


40% 


1 


17% 


3 


23% 


4 


S% 


3 


19% 


12 


20% 


3 


8% , 


4 


9% 






3 


23% 


27 


56% 


6 


50% 


43 


70% 


25 


66% 


36 


80% 


6 


100% 


10 


77% 


15 


31% 


8 


50% 


11 


18% 


8 


21% 


8 


18% 






2 


15% 


6 


13% 






7 


12% 


4 


11% 


1 


2% 






I 


8% 





18 


38% 


5 


31% 


22 


36% . 


8 


21% 


14 


31%. 


4 


67% 


4 




22 


46% 


10 


63% 


30 


49% 


28 


76% 


26 


58% 


2 


33% 


6 




* 8 


16% , 


I 


6% 


9 


15% 


1 


3% 


5 


11% 






3 



31% 
46% 
23% 



X2. 

X3. 

X4. 
X5. 
X6« 
X7* 



Other autScatidnst 

State appraisal of difficult proper tiea, 
local appWiaal of other properties 
baaed on recent sales data 
Use regional ^) it tricta for appraisal 
County appraisal with regional 

eupervieion 
Counties rec{uired to hire professionals 
to appraiae property at awrket value 
Each diatrict should solve its cnm 

•d valor M tax problens 
liipose docuiicntary stanp tax for 

equalisation assistance 
Texas too big and diverse to continue 
property tax • Abolish it 



2% 



2% 



6% 

67* 



2% 
2% 



3% 



2% 
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rtms stfuaz comr mt to s tudy school fxkance 

$chiQol I'iiMific* QutttlonnAlirtr Result* 
S»ptwiber 12. 1972 



School 
tomtd 



HMib«rt ot 
the tcxat 
State Teechcrt 



Hembere of 
the Tcxet 
ClMtrootn 
tcechete 



Memberi ot 
the Texas 



11 



. Mesbers of 

Meiiberi o£ the Texas 
the Texas Assoclstlon Members 



Asiocietion Association of Secondary the Small 



of School 



Association Aaaociatton Adminlatratots 



of School 
Boards 



School 
Principsls 



Schools 
Association 



Menbers of 
the Texas 
Congress of 

m»s 



Advisors 
to Senate 

Coawittee CoKipoaite 



Ho. Percent Ho. fercent Ho. Fercent No. Petcent Wo. Percent Ho. Percent Wo. Percent Ho^ Percent IJck Percent Mo» Percent 



16 


43% 


Sf 


20% 


17 


46% 


34 


76% 


4 


11% 


2 


4% 


19 


51% 


23 


51% 


15 


41% 


IS 


40% 


3 


S% 


4 


9% 



1 17% 
5 83% 



4 31% 
6 46% 
3 23% 



3 


19% 


6 


28% 


13 


42% 


1 


17% 


I 


10% 


86 




81% 


14 


67% 


16 


52% 


5 


83% 


9 


90% 


195 






1 


5% 


2 


6% 










29 



5 


83% 


7 


54% 


7 


44% 


14 


67% 


15 


1 


17% 


3 


23% 


7 


44% 


7 


33% 


13 






3 


23% 


2 


12% 






3 



48% 
42% 
10% 



50% 
50% 



9% 



70% 157 51% 
30% 119 38% 
34 11% 



25 


68% 


36 


80% 


6 100% 


8 


21% 


8 


18% 




4 


11% 


1 


2% 





8 21% 
28 76% 
1 3% 



14 31% 
26 58% 
5 11% 



4 67% 
2 33% 



10 


77% 


13 


81% 


19 


905i 


16 


52% 


2 


2 


157. 


2 


13% 


1 


5% 


11 


35% 


4 


1 


8% 


1 


6% 


1 


5% 


4 


13% 




4 


31% 


4 


25% 


9 


43% 


7 


23% 


2 


6 


46% 


10 


63% 


12 


57% 


19 


61% 


4 


3 


23% 


2 


12% 






5 


.16% 





33% 
67% 



33% 
67% 



10 100% 



4 40% 
r 60% 



215 69% 
70 23% 
25 i% 



101 
175 
34 



33% 
56%^ 



ERLC 



2% 



0% 
0% 



1 17% 



3% 



1 3!^ 



1 3^ 



3 
1 
3 
1 
2 



1% 
0% 
1% 
0% 
1% 



155 



V 

I 



St«ts totitd 
UgUtativs of Education 
Mibsri and vMmbtra and 
candldataa Candida ti 



TEXAS SEHME COHHlTT gE TO S TUDY SCHOOL FINANCE 
School Finance Qaeatlonnaite Keaulta 
September 12. 1972 



School School 
Supar'> Board 
Intandanta Pfealdenta 



Htmbera o£ 
the Texas 
Stats Teachers 



Henbsrs of 
ths Tsxas 
Classroom 
Teachsrs 



Hcmbera of 
ths Ts^tas 

Association 

o£ School 



Association Association Adwinlstratog 



Ho, Psrctnt No, Psrcent No, Percent Ho, Percent No, Percsnt Ho, Percent No^ Psrcsnt 



H U th* foUoWlni t»%0s ate 
^refrrteii if a44ltl0n«l itats rsvsmtes 

iA«^ i4tmt fcasc iiM:tsats 

twIiaAiml lflco«* tax 

t; C4ti^tAti&a intoM tax 

i» tomiiey tax 

•, Pti^tMtim ahd if|uliiti^ tax liicrsass 

f • ValtM M4etf tax 

g« tli^Mr mi Vaar tmt Incireass 

fmti-m tUMi »ettl n| tax . 

~i» C l|a r a tWtaxtnc r e* i i 

J, tutatiglbie ^roferty tAx 

k« KmI pretetty tax CState) 

X. ileal prof St ty tax <t^»l) 

si« Petsoiul property tax 

AtttoMblle tax (annual property tax) 

XI ^ KaiMVs all a alee tax exemptions 

XZ, tiUilu4e servites In sales tax 

X5* a^At* lottery 

M, Mt drink tax 

X5, AWndofied property tmc 

X4i, In^reaat faadllh* t^x 

X7» Oil <i MS pipeline tax on otlglnatlng 
«t4 "pitsaltti through'*, oil and gag 

14« Miloh o£ ths followlnc fsctors should bs 
used m ^steminlng tsathar aalarlaa? 
a« teata of axpsrlence 
h* Attount of eollsge ttalnlnf 
c* Quality of Individual work 
di HatlOAAl teacher aalary avaragaa 
a, Crade taught 
Jf« tubjeets taught 

Geographic location of aaalgntecnt 
h« IfcatUtoty AlnlMM cospanaation 
echsduU 

1^ ifcatutdcy MaxlMUia companaatlon 
ichedule 
Kot responding 



13 


27% 


5 


31% 


2? 


44% 


22 


59% 


18 


40% 






6 


46% 


4 


8X 


2 


13% 


15 


25% 


4 


11% 


7 


16% 


3 


50% 


4 


31% 


19 


40% 


3 


m 


23 


38% 


12 


32% 


25 


56% 


6. 


100% 


5 


38% 




13X 


4 


25% 


e 


13% 


S 


22% 


8 


18% 






1 


8% 


Z 


4X 










2 


5% 


3 


7% 


1 


17% 






2 


4% 


3 


19% 


3 


5% 


3 


8% 


2 


4% 


1 


17% 


2 


15% 


15 


31X 


5- 


31% 


33 


54% 


19 


51% 


17 


38% 


1 


17% 


2 


15% 


12 


25X 


4 


25% 


13 


21% 


7 


19% 


7 


16% 


2 


33% 


2 


15% 




-t5t — 


— 


-25%— 


— u- 


~2t% — 


7- 


r^9% 


5 


11% 






1 


8% 


3 


6% 






3 


5X 


" 2 


5% 


t 


2% 






X 


8% 


6 


13% 


1 


6% 


7 


11% 


2 


5X 


1 


2% 






1 


8% 


1 


2% 






2 


4% 


X 


3% 














2 


4% 






I 


2% 






2 


4% 










5 


10% 




6% 


14 


23% 


7 


19% 


4 


9% 






3 


23% 














- 2 


5% 














1-.., 


2% 


























2 


4% 


























1 


2% 


























X 


2% 


























1 


2% 














X 


2% 






1 


8% 


1 


2% 



























41 


85% 


12 


75% 


54 


89% 


35 


95% 


43' 


96% 


6 


100% 


9 


69% 


39 


81% 


12 


75% 


54 


89% 


35 


95% 


45 


lOOK 


6 


100% 


10 


77% 


36 


?5t 


13 


81% 


35-^ 


57% 


23 


62% 


27 


60% 


4 


67% 


7 


54% 


12 


25% 


2 


13% 


19 


31% 


11 


30% 


27 


6mi 


, 4 


67% 


3 


23% 


5 


10% 


3 


19% 


3 


5% 






2 


4% 










11 


23% 


4 


25%"' 


8 


13% 


2 


5% 


3 


7% 










13 


27% 


7 


44% 


19 


31% 


13 


35% 


9 


20!i 


3 


50% 


7 


54% 


21 


44% 


6 


38% 


43 


70% 


27 


73% 


36 


sm 


5 


83% 


10 


77% 


15 


31% 


2 


13% 


31 


51% 


17 


46?. 


i^5 


33% 




33% 


i* 




2 


4% 






















t 


8% 
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pOAl tttUkJt CdmtXt tt TO S lUOt SCHOOt FtKAHCE 
[ Sehdol f inaact Qus$tlofm«ir« Kfiutts 
\ SspcsmbfrJZ, 1972 



txhUit 1 



tht tsxM 
Stats Taachact 
Aaaoclatiofi 



Haiibara of 
tha taxas 
Claaaroos 
Ttach^ra 



Htnibari W 
tha taxtf^ 

Aaaociatigrl 
of School 



Aaaoclatton Aawtni 



latigrK 
chool \ 
atratorJ 



^M)ara of 
Hawbara ot tha taxaa 

tha Taxaa Aaaociatton Htabara of Htwbara of 

Aaaociation of Sacondary tha Swalt tha Taxaa 

of School School School! Congraaa of 

Boarda Pylnclpala Maociatton PTA*a 



Advladra 
tcr Satiata 
Cowiittai 



CoiipQatta 



Ifo. Fatcant Mo, Parcaht Mo, Parcant Hd. Parcaht Ho*. Parcant Ho. Parcant tto. Patcant Ho« Pai^fcant Ho. ^Parcant 



2t 


sn 


IS 


40t 




** 


6 


46% 


8 


50% 


8 


4 


lit 


7 


ut 


3 


50% 


4 


31% 


6 


38% 


2 


U 


32% 


25 


56% 


6 


100% 


5 


3fl% 


10 


63% , 


9 




22t 


s 


18% 






I 


8% 


2 


13% 


2 


2 


5X 


3 


7% 


1 


17% 










•2 


3 


St 


2 


4% 


I 


17% 


2 


h% 


1 


6% 


2 


If 


5lt 


17 


35% 


1 


17% 




15% 




25% 


'11 


7 


m 


7 


16% 


2 


33% 


2 


15%- 


1 


6^ 


*4 


7 


19X 


5 


11% 






I 


8% 






9 


2 


5t 


I 


2% 






I 


8% 




«* 




2 


-5% 


1 


2% 






1 


•% 






^ 1* 


I 


3t 


















1 






2 


4% 














I 


7 


19t 


4 










^23% 


^ *1 


6%' 


i>l 


1 


5t 












>. •♦ 




















































































% - 
















I 


2% 






I 


8% 






































v 














35 


95% 


43 


96% 


6 


100% 


9 




14 


88% 


19 


35 


95t 


- 45 


100% 


6 


100% 


10 


-11%. 


15 


94% 


16 


23 


62t 


27 


60% 


4 


67% 




54% 


12 


^75% 


17 


11 


30% 


27 


60% 


4 


67% 


3 


23% 


3 


19% 


8; 






2 


4% 










2 


13% 




Z 


5t 


3 


7% 










5 


31% 


I 


13 


35t 


9 


20% 


I 


50% 




54% 


* "3 


19% 


\ 


27 


73t 


36 


€0% 


5 




10 


11% ' 


10 


63% 


18 


17 


46t 


15 


33% 


2 


33% 


6 






3X6 


5 














I 


8Ti 









38% 
10% 
43% 

xm. 

10% 
10% 
52% 
19% 

43% * 

5% " 

5%^ 
5% 



,.5% 



90% 
76% 
81% 
38% 

5% 
14% , 

86% 

24% 



12 

5 
11 

4 

2 

1 
16 

6 

7 

3* 
1 

3 
2 
4 



28 
29 
14 
12 
1 
3 
6 



39% 
16% 
35% 
13% 
6% 
3% 
52% 

m 

23% 
10% 

3% 
10% 

6% 
13% 



3% 



90% 
94% 
45% • 
39% 
3% 
10% 
19% 



33%^ 

33% 

17% 

33% 
33% 
33% 



17% 



17% 



26 84% ^ 
11 35% 



5 83% 

6 . lOOX 

^ 83% 
1 ?i 17% 

1 17% 

2 33% 
2 33% 



50% 
17% 



3 30t 

4 40% 

1 10% 

2 20% 

r 20% 



20% 
10% 



10% 
20% 



10, 100% 
9 90% 



60t* 
40% 



4 ^40% 
9 90% 

6 60% ' 



124 
52 
129 
0 43 
14 
. 22 
129 
62 
^0 
14 
- 26 
8 
9 
43 
2 
1 

I 
1 
4 



276 
276 
199 
106 
17 
39 
89 



40% 

17% 

42% 

14% 
5% 
7% 

42% 

20% 

19% 
5%^ 
6% 
3% 
3% 

l4% 
1% 
0% 

1% 
ot 

0% 

1% 

0% 



89% 
89% 
64% 

34% 
. 5% 
13% 

29% 



214 69% 



37% 
1% 



15? 

- 1 



ERIC 



TEXAS SENATE CCmiTt ES, TO STUDV SCMOOt riHAKCE 
Schoi^t Fininc* Que*tioftrt*ir« Result* 
Septimbcir 12, 1972 



Stste Board 
Lrfgtii*tlv« of Education 
ntabsrs and «tiifacrs and 
eandldit^B eandidito 

No. P«rean>'^ *Ho. Percent ^ VtvcBtit JJd, Percent 



15. Should the fenerel pupil/ teacher retlo ^ 
of 25-to-l hmt 

KtMln the sewe? 
W te lowered? 
c* Be increased? 
, . XI* iiesed on retloe ;for Itidlvldusl coursss? 
^ Mo answer 

* 16. Should tsschsr etlariss be adjuetsd 
auto^itlcally sach yt*r to rsttect o 
thances 1b: 

a. national teacher eelsry avsrsgss? 
^ Statewide coBt-of*livin| incrssseel 

c» Statewide avesate sslstlss for siallsr 
prof sss ions? 
Thsrs ahcAild bs no "autosiatle" 

adJustsMnts * 
Not responding 



School School 
Super^ Board 
intendsrtts pgesidsnAi 



Heabsrs of 
the Texas 
Stste tssehers 
Asf octation 



Hembera of Membere 
the Texae the tsXJ 
Classroom Aasoclatl 
Teschers of Scho< 

Assoelatign Adwiniatri 



No. Percent No. Percent Ho. Psrci 



23 
18 

3 



48% ^ 
38% 

8% 

6% 
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